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Greek Tragedies Without Gods:
A psychological analysis of character
interaction in three modern ploys
George Magakis, Jr.
University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Dr. Harold L. Raush
The purpose of the study was twofold: to explore the
notion of rigidity in an interpersonal interaction on a
theoretical and empirical level. Interpersonal interaction
was considered in terms of the concepts of schemata, assimi-
lation, and accommodation derived from the work of Piaget.
Rigidity was defined as a lack of accommodation to new
information that is likely to change the schema to (percep-
tions) one has about the other in an interpersonal context.
Flexibility was defined as the accommodation to new informa-
tion about the other and consequent change in the schemata.
Those plays, Who's afraid of Virginia Woolf , Death of
a salesman
,
and Long day's .journey into night , in which the
interactions of the main characters were seen as rigid on an
intuitive level was chosen to explore the notion of rigidity
on a quantitative level. To do this, the behavior of the
characters had to be coded and arranged into transition
matrices of antecedent and consequent acts of one character
in relation to the other. Informational analyses and likeli-
hood ratio tests yielded findings about the degree to which
?there was a lack of change in the nature of events over Acts,
a lack of change in the transition probabilities over acts,
and a lack of accommodation of one character in relation to
the other.
The major finding of the study was that the intuituve
impressions of rigidity rested on different empirical grounds,
and that rigidity might be best thought of as familiar of
overlapping behaviors across differing interpersonal contexts.
The need for further refinements in the coding system
was mentioned, and the problems of studying rigidity in an
naturalistic setting were reviewed. Finally, the plays were
reconsidered at a theoretical level taking the findings as
a guideline to the discussion.
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CHAPTER I
SCHEMA DEVELOPMENT AND INTERPERSONAL INTERACTION
In considering the process of person-to-person com-
munication, it is important to take note of how the perceptions
of each participant about the other influences the interaction.
Laing (1967) talks in terms of how A's perception of B per-
ceiving him is likely to influence A's behavior toward B.
Laing' s theoretical analysis deals essentially with how per-
ceived and misperceived intentions of the other are likely to
influence interaction. For instance:
Peter is trying to get through to Paul. He
feels Paul is being needlessly closed up against
him. It becomes increasingly important to soften,
or get into Paul. But Paul seems hard, impervious,
and cold. Peter feels he is beating his head against
a brick wall. He feels tired, hopeless, progressively
more empty as he sees he is failing. Finally, he
gives up.
Paul feels, on the other hand, that Peter is
pressing too hard. He feels he has to fight him off.
He doesn't understand what Peter is saying, but
feels he has to defend himself from an assault (pp.
27-28).
In a similar vein, Raush and Barry (1969) deal with the
perceptions of participants in interpersonal conflict situations.
They deal with concepts and processes derived from the work of
Piaget: schema, assimilation, and accommodation, and how these
relate to interaction and conflict. The process of communication
is seen in their theoretical analysis as involving schemata
that the person has about himself, others, and the world and
2how these influence his interactions. This idea is not new
and is related to construct theory as discussed by Kelly
(1951), and self-concept theory as outlined by Epstein (1973).
In an interpersonal situation where two people meet for
the first time, two processes of interaction may be posited:
1) where the person is assimilated to an "old" schema and
reacted to on that basis, and 2) the person is not assimilated
to an "old" schema and a "new" schema is developed accomodating
to the other's actions. Raush and Barry (1969) state that
...no new relationship ... arises, like Venus, full
blown without any antecedents. Any new person one
meets is assimilated ... to one's object relation
schema. Hopefully, there is also accommodation to
the new reality of the new person (p. 80).
A new schema is likely to take time to develop. Early
stages would be characterized by greater fluidity in that the
schema is just being organized and no definite expectations
about, or definitions of, the other have been established.
As a schema develops, it comes to include expectations about
the other as to who he is and how he is likely to behave.
Further, expectations as to how one will affect the other are
likely to be built up (e.g. if I do x, she is likely to respond
with y). Given an extended period of continued interaction,
schemata including expectations about the other's behavior and
how the other is affected by one's own behavior are likely to
become stable. These in turn lead to stabilized patterns of
interaction. Thus, over time each participant builds up a
model about what behaviors are to be expected from the other ,
3what they mean, and how the other is affected by particular
behaviors. For example, when John sees Mary sulking, he
has learned that she feels neglected and unloved. He may
also have learned that if he tells her he has been busy and
can not pay much attention to her, she would not take this
as a sign of love, and furthermore that if he sends Mary roses,
she would take this as a sign of love and stop sulking and
be happy again.
A major question related to the capacities of a person
to broaden schemata (e.g. one's definition of love) in an
interaction.
Rigidity and Flexibility in Interpersonal Interaction
When individuals react to each other on the basis of
preconceptions, the interaction may serve to strengthen
these preconceptions. Then, the interaction may become un-
changing, rigid, and follow a predictable pattern of engagement
and outcome. These preconceptions may exist in the form of
schemata about the other. Information that is at odds with
the schema is denied or distorted. In such a case, one talks
of rigidity in the interaction. Such rigidity has its source
in a failure of accommodation to new information that is likely
to change the schema. It implies that each person has developed
fixed schemata about the other. The interaction results in
no accommodation to new information. Rather each act serves
to strengthen the existing schema of the other. A acts
toward B in a manner that reinforces B's conception of A.
4B's response to A's behavior serves to strengthen A'
s
conception of B. Peter acts toward Paul in a way that
reinforces Paul's conception that "Peter is pressing too hard"
(See above example). Paul's response to Peter reinforces
Peter's conception of Paul as "being needlessly closed up
against him". The interaction is being regulated by the per-
ceptions each has about the other. The rigidity in the inter-
action is introduced vis-a-vis these perceptions which do not
enable Peter and Paul to change in relation to each other.
No new information about the other inforthcoming. The
interaction becomes constricted and stereotyped. Paul be-
comes more defensive, and Peter more pressing. Finally,
Peter gives up.
The ability of each participant to change in relation
to each other in an interaction introduces the notion of
flexibility . Flexibility is defined as the accommodation to
new information about the other. Where both participants do
not have fixed schemata about the other , the interaction is
likely to be more varied, and less stereotyped. A condition
is created that allows for behavior to be introduced vis-a-vis
the schemata.
Rigidity and flexibility in both participants in an
interaction was discussed above. There remains the case
where one person is flexible (A) while the other is rigid (B).
A is willing to consider new information about B, and he
may
want to introduce new information about himself to B,
but
5all he gets is the same "old" story and behavior (e.g. a
black trying to get a bigot to change his view of blacks).
A may try differing strategies to get through to B to change
B's conception. These are likely to be met with resistance
and counter-attacks or distorted and interpreted to strengthen
the preconception (e.g. consider the mastery of paranoids
in turning everything around to strengthen their delusions).
A may then become angry and attack B or he may give up and
leave the field. Where A cannot or fears doing so, he may
resign himself to a detached withdrawal. In this case, the
rigidity of one participant is likely to introduce rigidity
into the interaction, i.e. even though A tried to introduce
change, none was forthcoming.
The Present Study
The purpose of the present study was to explore the
notion of rigidity outlined above on an empirical level in
several distinct interactions outlined in three modern plays.
Given interactions that appear to us to be rigid on an
intuitive level, what quantitative data can we muster to
support our judgment?
Interactions that appear to be rigid on an intuitive
level. At this stage, it did not make sense to explore such
a complex notion as rigidity in a naturalistic setting since
the problems of making this notion yield to quantitative analyses
would make this premature. For this reason, plays that focused
on interpersonal interactions that appeared rigid were chosen.
The reasons for choosing plays, and the plays chosen will
be discussed in greater detail in Chapter II.
What quant itative data can we muster to support our
judgment? One purpose of this dissertation is methodological.
That is, how can the notion of rigidity be explored in a
quantitative fashion, and what modifications and clarifications
in the notion of rigidity would result from such an exploration
Further, it is of interest to know what limitations such an
analysis would impose on our definitions.
The method of analysis used in this study is derived from
the earlier work of Raush and Barry (1969) who explored con-
flict in married couples using informational analysis (Attneave
1959). Such an analysis is made to order for investigating
interchanges in an interpersonal dyad. Essentially, it can
be used to analyze the contingencies between the behavior of
one person and another, and how these contingencies are
affected over time. This method of analysis as well as a
related one (Bogartz, 1968) also used in the present study
will be discussed in Chapter IV. To do such an analysis,
the behavior of the participants in the interactions had to
be coded so that it could be quantitified. The particular
method of coding the interactions used in the present study
is discussed in Chapter III.
The major question asked in this study is: utilizing
the particular method of analyses outlined above for an
analysis of rigidity in several distinct interactions, what
7benefits does such an analysis have, as well as limitations?
But this is not the only focus of the study. We are also
interested in exploring rigidity in a theoretical fashion,
and to knowing how the analyses contribute to such an explora-
tion. To this end, the dissertation is divided into two
parts: the first part deals with analyzing the interactions
of the characters in the plays chosen on an empirical level,
and how such an analysis limits and modifies our definition
of rigidity; the second part deals with a theoretical analysis
of these interactions given this ground of empirical data.
In summary, the selection of plays (Chapter II), the
coding of the interactions of some of the characters for
empirical analyses (Chapter III), and the methods of empirical
analyses (Chapter IV) will be outlined and discussed in the
following chapters. The notion of rigidity will then be
reconsidered in terms of these methods of analyses (Chapter V),
and the interactions of the characters chosen in each of the
plays will be analyzed in terms of this reconsideration
(Chapter VI). Following this, the limitations and advantages
of such an analysis will be discussed (Chapter VII). Finally,
given the findings of the analyses, the interactions of the
characters will be considered at a theoretical level (Chapter
VIII).
CHAPTER II
PLAYS AS A DATA SOURCE
In dealing with real life situations, the observer may
have to plough his way through mountains of data to find what
is of interest to him. Then, it may be found in bits and
pieces. This may prove to be cumbersome and unfruitful
especially when one is trying to utilize techniques of
analysis for the first time. It makes more sense to deal
with easily handled situations. The problem of this study
then was to find a data source that resembles life as it
goes on, yet is structured in terms of essentials and leaves
out extraneous behavior.
Using plays as a data source was suggested by earlier
work. For instance, Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson (1968)
used the play Who's afraid of Virginia Woolf by Edward Albee
(1972) for illustrative purposes to discuss systems theory
as applied to an interpersonal context. Some of their
contentions will be discussed in later chapters. Hertel (1968)
used improvised conflict between husbands and wives to get
structured and easily handled situations to test out a Markov
model application to marital conflict. His study was metho-
dological in that it was "primarily oriented toward providing
information concerning how well certain methodological pro-
cedures' measure people's performance (p. 2)". He nonetheless
encountered many problems in the analysis of his conflict
8
9situations. One of his suggestions for future research was
that plays as material for analysis would be useful since
"a playwright usually attempts to condense real-life situa-
tions and focus upon rare but interesting events. The in-
creased frequency of the rare event provided by the play's
focus may facilitate the study of such events by statistical
models (p. 102)".
Selection of Plays
Three modern plays that are realistic in their presenta-
tions and focus on interpersonal relations that appear rigid
are Eugene O'Neill's Lonp; day's .journey into night
, (1972);
Arthur miller's Death of a salesman
, (1967); and Edward Albee
Who's afraid of Virginia Woolf
,
(1972). The plays will be
treated as case studies and analyzed and compared in terms
of the discussion on rigidity.
Who's afraid of Virginia Woolf . Act One serves to intro
duce the characters: George and Martha. He is a history
professor at a small college, and she is the daughter of the
college president. They have returned home late after a
faculty party, and Martha informs George that they have guest
coming: Nick and Honey. Nick is a new faculty member in
the biology department and Honey is his wife.
Throughout this act, George and Martha quarrel. The
pattern of quarreling is usually crude attacks from Martha,
and sophisticated intellectual rebuttals from George. Much
of the quarreling has the aspect of a game, but is not any
10
less serious because of it. One of Martha's main attacks in
this act are against George's failures. In this act, Martha
also makes references about a son, and George warns her
against doing so.
In Act Two, more attacks are leveled against George by
Martha, and many painful incidents about George's past are
exposed. One in particular concerns a novel he is writing
which enrages him. The attacks and rebuttals continue in an
escalating fashion in this act culminating with Martha's
attempted seduction of Nick. (Prior to this, Honey was very
drunk, and got sick, and left the room.) George ignores
Martha's attempts to further belittle him by seducing Nick.
In Act Three, Nick and Martha return without having made
love, and George announces that he received an important
telegram. Revealed in this act is that both couples cannot
have children and that Martha and George created an imaginary
son to compensate for this. The telegram announces the death
of that son, and destroys an illusion that the marriage was
founded on.
Death of a salesman . The play opens with Willie, a
salesman of 60, returning home late at night. He can no longe
go out on the road and make sales. He is tired and upset for
the realization that his dreams of success have not come true
are catching up with him. Linda his wife suggests that he
try to get transferred to the home office. Willie learns
that Biff, his son, has come home, and bitterness for Biff
11
is revealed for not living up to Willie's expectations. Some
resolutions are made by Biff and Happy, the other son, to go
into business and live up to Willie's dreams. To do this,
Biff is going to borrow from a former boss. Willie also
resolves to take Linda's advice and seek a transfer. All
leave home with high hopes. All fail; Willie if fired, and
Biff does not gel the loan and decides he never wanted it.
Biff and Happy meet two girls in a restuarant where they were
supposed to meet Willie. When he arrives they desert him.
When all return home, Biff and Willie quarrel about Biff's
future plans. Biff has abandoned Willie's dreams. They both
apparently make up and everyone goes to sleep, but Willie.
He could not accept a Job Charlie, a close friend, offered
him, and announces to an imaginary Ben, his dead brother who
was Willie's idea of success, that he will kill himself in
order to leave the insurance money to Biff to start a business
At the funeral, Happy defends Willie's philosophy of success
while Biff stands against it. Linda is bewildered about why
Willie killed himself.
The main action of the play is accompanied by Willie's
recollection of a hopeful past, when Biff was growing up.
Willie's reminiscences culminate in the incident that years
before ruined his close relationship with Biff: Biff found
him in a hotel with a woman. This unconsciously affects
Willie in that he may feel partly responsible for Biff
abandoning Willie's dreams.
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Lonfi day's .journey into night . The play is autobio-
graphical based on the author's early family life. The
character of Edmund portrays him. It does not concern itself
with the development of a plot, but with the delineation of
the characters and their interactions. The action in the
play takes place throughout a day in August, 1912.
Act One takes place after breakfast and deals with the
rising suspicions among James Tyrone (called Tyrone) and his
sons Edmund and Jamie that Mary, his wife, has returned to the
use of drugs. Among an apparent surface of merriment, tension
among the characters become apparent. Also revealed in this
act is the concern for Edmund's health and the fact that he
may have tuberculosis. Blaming, which is a major characteristic
of the Tyrone's way of interacting, begins to emerge in this
act.
Act Two takes place around noon and reveals that Mary
has indeed returned to drugs. Further, Tyrone learns on the
phone from the doctor that Edmund has tuberculosis. In this
act blaming about whose responsible for Mary's drug addiction
become more open. All are implicated.
Act Three reveals Mary returning home later that day
after a trip to the drugstore for drugs. She meets Tyrone
and Edmund confront Mary about her drug taking, and she in a
morphine-stimulated chatter starts citing blame for her con-
dition. Edmund becomes terribly upset and leaves for town to
meet Jamie.
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In Act Pour, Edmund returns home drunk and has a fight
with Tyrone about Tyrone 1 s cheapness. This is a source of
blame for Mary's drug addiction. Edmund fears being sent to
a state hospital to die because of this cheapness. There is
some resolution between Edmund and Tyrone, and Edmund comes to
better understand his father. Jamie comes home and in a con-
versation with Edmund warns him that he, Jamie, is a bad
influence. The mother comes down lost in a drugged state, and
is impervious to the fact that Edmund has tuberculosis.
The interaction of the Tyrones throughout the play
focusses on affixing blame for Mary's drug addiction. Each
tries to justify his or her actions and affix blame elsewhere.
James Tyrone becomes the focus of this blame because of his
cheapness in the past, but all are implicated. Mary, because
she did not stay off drugs after Tyrone paid to send her to
a sanitorium for a cure. Tyrone and the sons in the present
because of their suspicions. Tyrone in the past because of
cheap hotels and a quack doctor, Jamie because of the suspicious
nature of Eugene's death (a son who died in infancy), and Edmund
because of his painful birth which led directly to the drug
addiction. This need to blame and avoid responsibility locks
the Tyrones into their pattern of interactions.
Detailed synopses of all plays are given by Matlaw (1972).
The above plays were chosen for the following reasons:
1 ) The action in the plays takes place over a short
period of time . In Albee 1 s play, this is late in the evening
14
till dawn; in O'Neill's play, over a period of one day; and
in Miller's play, an evening and periods of one day. In the
latter play, there is a short scene a few days later, but it
is not part of the main action. Further, in Miller's play,
there are flashbacks to past scenes. This provided no major
difficulties for analysis of the present interaction of Willie
and the other.
By using plays in which action takes place over short
periods of time, we accomplish two things: 1) We avoid the
problems of having short episodes over long periods of time
(weeks or months). This results in having more data that
easily grouped. In the present case, change of Act usually
cooresponded to a change of episode in the interaction between
characters. 2) We have conversations of a length and depth
that parallel conversations in a naturalistic setting. This
study hopes to serve as a basis for such future work.
2) There is a great deal of unresolved conflict in each
of the plays that is tied to certain needs, defenses, and
illusions that each of the characters have . Martha needs to
attack and belittle George in an effort to break him down.
Willie Loman's dream of material success prevents him from
coming to terms with reality and failure and accepting the
help others have to offer. This dream is also a contributing
factor to the conflict between Biff and Willie. The mother
in O'Neill's play uses the past as a defense to blot out the
present. Drugs serve the function of strengthening this
15
defense. Further, in this play, the father's defense of his
stinginess and the other characters' attacks upon him become
the focal point of conflict. These needs, illusions, and
defenses are seen as fixed schemata that play a crucial role
in rigididifying the interactions of the characters, and
influencing the outcome of the plays. Therefore, to this
extent, the plays become a good source for examining rigidity
in an interpersonal interaction.
3 ) There are three distinct patterns of interpersonal
rigidity
.
This is gained from reading the plays and thinking
in the theoretical terms discussed above.
In the Albee play, Martha attacks and humiliates George.
He defuses these attacks through his intellectual skills and
the use of personal rejection. But this leads to escalation
on the part of Martha. She is obviously "out to get him".
This pattern of interaction continues until Martha's attacks
reach their highest point with the attempted seduction of Nick
at the end of Act II. George remains consistent in his defense
against Martha's attacks, matching these with his skills of
intellectual retort and passivity. In Act III, Martha and
George return to a calmer level of interaction. Martha appears
to want to stop attacking George, but he won't let her, and
he destroys the illusion of the mythical son.
In the Miller play, Willie Loman because of his dreams
of success cannot consider other alternatives which would imply
giving up his dreams of success. Linda is supportive, but
16
cannot give Willie the success he needs. The offer of a job
from Charlie is filtered in terms of Willie's dream of success,
and rejected. As the reality of his failure impinges more
and more on him, he does not seek constructive solutions, but
his dreams become that much more rigid and brittle. In the
end, Willie cannot face the realities of the present. His
rapprochement with Biff toward the end of the play serves only
to remind him that much more of his failure. Ben, a symbol
of success, becomes a concretization that assumes the propor-
tions of a psychotic symptom. Willie "talks it over with Ben"
and opts for one last try by committing suicide and having the
insurance reap a big pay-off for Biff.
In the O'Neill play, James Tyrone (called Tyrone in the
play) is constantly on guard against attacks from the others
about his stinginess. The others including Mary blame him
for her drug addiction. However, direct blame usually comes
from the sons. James and Mary tend to avoid open conflict and
are generally affiliative toward one another. 'The sons show
great deference toward Mary and their attacks are more in-
direct. Mary returns to her addiction and gradually slips
into a fog created by the drugs. She may blame Tyrone or the
sons for her drug addiction, but these attacks are not forceful,
The others avoid pressing the issue of her addiction because of
their own guilt. Mary on the whole is unresponsive to the
others due to her drugged state.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This chapter reviews the coding procedure and scheme
used to obtain quanitifiable data for the analyses. The
coding scheme used was derived from earlier work by Raush
and Barry (1969) who studied improvised conflict in newly
wed couples. It consists of 36 categories into which the
behavior of the characters could be coded (Appendix A describes
in detail each of these categories and the procedure used for
coding the behavior of the characters). These 36 categories
can be lumped so as to obtain 3 or 6 general categories of
behavior. Once the behavior of the characters has been coded
,
it can be arranged into matrices for analyses (This is described
in Chapter IV). Below, the coding of the behavior of the
characters in this study is described, and the reliability
with which that coding was done.
Coding . The acts'1" of all characters were coded in terms
of an empirically derived coding scheme used by Raush and
Barry (1969) for studying improvised marital conflicts. An
act was defined as a statement of any given length bounded by
or occurring between two statements of other characters.
Barry describes the training of coders and establishment of
coder reliability. (See Appendix A, Manual for a description
To distinguish between an act of a character and an
Act of the play, the a for the Act of the play will be capi-
talized.
17
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of the coding procedure, categories, and coder training.)
Category lumping
. The need for adequate sampling required
that the coding scheme be reduced from the original 36 cate-
gories. Barry employed a six category reduction (See Appendix
A, Manual), but even this did not provide sufficient data for
the analyses in the present study.
For most purposes it was necessary to use a three cate-
gory scheme for an adequate handling of the data (the six-
category was used for checking reliability, Cf. Tables 1, 2,
and 3). The three category scheme consisted of (1) cognitive,
(2) affiliative, and (3) coercive acts.
Cognitive acts involve the giving of and asking for-
factual information in a non-emotional manner. Cognitive acts
include exchanges of conventional greetings, etc., for example:
"How are you?" "What time is it?" Responses which discuss
a course of action, or even deny the validity of another action
when done in a logical non-emotional manner are considered
cognitive acts. Examples: "What would happen if we did it
this way?" or "I don't agree with that."
Affiliative acts involve an attempt at moving closer to
the other person. Included as affiliative acts are use of
humor to temper tension, casting blame on an outside party,
seeking or giving reassurance, accepting the other's point
of view, and suggesting a compromise. Also included under
this category are acts which consist of appeals to the
19
other. 1 These include attempts to obtain one's intentions
by appealing to the other's sense of fair play or love
(e.g. "If you loved..."). Also included are attempts to
convince the other that one's plans would actually satisfy
the motive of the other. Finally, pleading and coaxing are
categorized as affiliative acts.
Coercive acts employ a blunt use of force in attacking
or rejecting the other person, in commanding, attempting to
disparage the other or induce guilt in the other. The lumping
of categories is given in Table 1 and at the end of Appendix
A.
Coding procedure . The plays were coded in two stages:
independent coding and consensus coding.
Independent coding . Each of three coders (one was the
investigator, the other two, one male and one female, had an
undergraduate education) individually coded, a play while
2listening to a tape recording of the play and reading a copy
Although Hertel (1969) discusses the value of separating
the use of appeals into a separate category from the affiliative
category, it was not possible to do so in this study due to
the scarcity of data for this category as well as the affilia-
tive. Only by lumping the two together was a fair sampling of
frequencies achieved.
2Albee's Who ' s afraid of Virginia Woolf , Original case
recording (Arthur Hill as George, bta Hagen as Martha),
Columbia recording DOL 287-
O'Neill's Long day's .journey into night , (Robert Ryan as
James Tyrone, Geraldine Fitzgerald as Mary Tyrone), Caedmon
recording TRS 350.
Miller's Death of a salesman , (Lee J. Cobb as Willie),
Caedmon recording TRS 310.
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Table 1
LUMPING OF ACTION CATEGORIES INTO 3 CATEGORIES
Cognitive acts
0. Conventional remarks
1. Opening the issue or probe
2. Seeking information
3. Giving information
4. Withholding information
5. Suggesting a course of action
6. Agreeing with statement of other
7. Giving _ cognitive reasons for a course of action
8. Exploring the consequences of a course of action
10. Giving up or leaving the field
11. Denying the validity of the other's argument with
counter-argument s
13- Changing the subject
Affiliative acts
15. Using humor
19. Avoiding blame or responsibility
20. Accepting blame or responsibility
21. Showing concern for other's feelings
23. Accepting other's plans, etc.
24-. Seeking re-assurance
25. Attempting to make-up
26. Diverting one's attention as a maneuver
27. Introducing a compromise
28. Offering help or re-assurance
29. Offering to collaborate in planning
31. Appealing to fairness
33. Appealing to other's motives
35. Offering something else as a way of winning one's goal
37; Appealing to love of the other
40. Pleading and coaxing
Coercive acts
41. Using outside power to force one to agree
43. Recognizing the other's move as a strategy and calling
their bluff
45. Rejecting the other
47. Commanding
48. Demanding compensation
51. Inducing guilt or attacking other's motives
53. Disparaging the other
55- Threatening the other
iSee Appendix A for a description of each individual
type of act.
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of it. The coder assumed the position of the "generalized"
other, coding each statement by asking himself the question:
"What would I feel if I were the recipient of this particular
act?" The coder was told to make the above judgment in terms
of knowledge of the character's setting, and the interaction
that had preceded the act in question. In short, the coder
was permitted to use all that had transpired before the act
in question. He was not, however, permitted to "look ahead"
while coding an act (see Appendix A).
Consensus coding . Two of the three coders jointly re-
evaluated each act using the tapes, copies of the plays, and
individual codings previously made. The consensus judgment
was labeled the standard code . This standard code became the
"data" for further analysis.
Reliability of data used . Table 1 shows the percentage
agreement of independent coders when the data was reduced to
six categories. Appendix A describes the lumping into six
categories. These are according to neutral, resolving, re-
conciling acts, appeals, rejection, and coercive acts. These
data compare favorably with the results obtained by Raush and
Barry (1969) for the coding of improvised conflicts. They
found 50% total agreement among the three coders using the
six category scheme, and 90% agreement if the cases where
two out of three judges agreed were added.
Only in the Albee play was total agreement below the
50% level. This can be explained by the nature of the
22
Table 2
PARTIAL AND TOTAL
AGREEMENT AMONG CODERS USING
SIX CATEGORY SCHEME
Total
agreement
Partial
agreement
Total
disagreement
"Agreement"'*"
Albee
play
34.8
50.5
14.6
85.3
Miller
Play
57.3
39.9
3.6
96.2
O'Neill
51.2
45.5
3.2
96.7
Where two out of three and three out of three judges
agree on codings.
7
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characters in the play. George's sublety and sophistication
of attack, and Martha's humorous attacks, i.e. distinguishing
the coercive from the humorous as well as distinguishing re-
jection from coercion in both characters gave the coders
difficulty. However, the divergence of the results for this
play from the other plays and the agreement found in the Raush
and Barry study are not alarming when partial agreement is
considered.
Table 2 presents the percentage agreement of independent
coders with the standard code averaged over each category for
three plays and also, percentage agreement with the standard
code for the data found in the Barry (1969) study. The mean
percentage agreement for categories 1, 2, and 4 is about 10%
lower on the average than that found for the Barry data. How-
ever, Table 3 shows that this was not the case in all plays.
The greater variability of behavior in the plays should
be taken into account when considering these lower percentages
The coding scheme was developed primarily for studying the
interaction of marital partners in standard conflict situa-
tions. It seemed justified to use this coding scheme since
the plays selected as a data source contained a great deal
of conflict between the major characters. There were, however
a great number of instances where acts could not be covered
by an existing category. For instance, it is possible to
show concern for the other without it being necessarily for
his feelings (21) e.g. "Don't work too hard today and overtire
24
Table 3
AVERAGED PERCENTAGE AGREEMENT OF INDEPENDENT CODERS
WITH THE STANDARD CODE FOR 6 CATEGORIES FOR THE THREE
PLAYS COMPARED WITH PERCENTAGE AGREEMENTS
FROM BARRY (1968)
Percentage agreement of three
coders with standard
Present study Barry study
Category °/° N %
Neutral acts 77-3 1369 87.9
Resolving acts 49.8 62 65.4
Reconciling acts 58.5 192 60.6
Appeals 50.2 152 61.1
Rejection 57.6 198 62.5
Coercing acts 68.8 441 57.8
* See Appendix A, Manual for a description of categories.
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Table 4
PERCENTAGE AGREEMENT OF INDEPENDENT CODERS WITH THE
STANDARD CODE FOR 6 CATEGORIES FOR THE THREE PLAYS
Category
AlOee Miller O'Neill
pla.y play Play
Neutral acts 66.5 94.5 71.4
Resolving acts 57.8 47.2 44.4
Reconciling acts 68.4 41.9 59.1
Appeals 61.5 40.5 48.9
Rejection 55.8 62.5 54.4
Coercing acts 68.2 75.6 62.5
*See Appendix A, Manual for a description of categories.
7
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yourself." Such difficulties point out the problems of using
a procedure developed in a different context, and the need
for developing a coding scheme of greater generality and
versatility for future work of this kind. But the reliability
data in the present study show that the application of the
coding scheme to the present study was adequate in that
agreement with the standard did not fall far below that in
the Barry study (1968).
Selection of data . The interactions between George and
Martha, and Willie Loman, James Tyrone, and Mary Tyrone with
a composite "other""^" were examined within and between Acts.
The plays focused on these characters, and data were insuffi-
cient to examine secondary interchanges among secondary
characters.
Organization of data for analysis . Transition matrices
were constructed following a procedure used by Raush (1965).
Data were analyzed by multivariate informational analyses
(Attneave, 1959) of the interaction between the major charac-
ters and likelihood tests of contingency stability of rela-
tionships between actions over Acts of the plays (Bogartz, 1968).
Because of data scarcity the acts of several characters
in the Miller and O'Neill plays were treated as coming from
one character so that there would be enough data for analysis.
For example, since the major concern was with Willie Loman
and how- he responds to others, and how in general they respond
to him, and because there would not be enough data if his
interaction with Biff, Linda, and others were considered
separately, the acts of these characters were not differentiated
but were added together. This then provided information about
Willie Loman' s behavior in relation to a composite other .
CHAPTER IV
THE ANALYTIC APPROACH
This chapter outlines the method of analyses used in
the present study. This is done to give the reader an idea
of the arrangement and interpretation of data with which he
may be unfamiliar. To those interested in a more detailed
description of informational analysis as applied to psychology,
Attneave (1959) describes most clearly this analysis with
sufficient examples so that it can be followed by the mathe-
matically unsophisticated reader. What follows is a descrip-
tion of how the coded data were arranged in matrices, and the
measures that the informational analysis as well as the like-
lihood ratio test (a related measure described below) yield
from an analysis of the data in the matrices.
Table 4 presents a hypothetical matrix summarizing a
series of interchanges between Person A and B. Table 4-
shows that A produced a total of 25 acts: 10 were cognitive,
7 were affillative, and 8 were coercive. B responed with
3 cognitive, and 7 coercive acts to the cognitive acts of A;
2 cognitive, and 5 affiliative acts to the affiliative acts
of A; and 6 cognitive, and 2 affiliative acts to the coercive
acts of A.
An informational analysis (Attneave, 1959) of these
frequencies yields two measures: D (coefficient of constraint)
multiplied by 100 yields the percentage of uncertainty reduced
P7
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TABLE 5
A TRANSITION MATRIX
Frequencies of Acts .
Person B
Person A
1 2 1 Sum %
1* 3 0 7 10 40
2
2 5 0 7 28
1 6 2 0 8 32
Sum
11 7 7 25
% 44 28 28
Transition Probabilities .
Person B
1 2 1
1 .30 0 .70
2 .28 .71 0
I .75 .25 0
*1 = cognitive, 2 = affiliative, 3 = coercive.
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in the responses of B by knowing A's immediately preceding
actions; and T, the information, in bits, transmitted1
between the preceding acts of A and the responses of B (Cf.
Attneave, pp. 35-36, 50, and 59-60). These measures are
analogous to the amount of variance accounted for in B's
responses by A's preceding actions. Such measures tell us
if the frequencies in the matrices are arranged in any
patterns of preceding action by A and subsequent response by
B. In the case where D = 100, there is a "perfect" pattern
of action and response. That is, for example, all preceding
cognitive acts of A are followed by one type of response by
B (e.g. coercive); all preceding affiliative actions of A
are followed by another different kind of response by B
(e.g. cognitive), and all preceding coercive actions of A are
followed by the remaining kind of response by B (in this case,
affiliative). Such a measure is valuable in discerning the
stereotype in an interaction and the amount of constraint
one person exerts on another or himself (see below). By means
of chi-square, it is possible to evaluate whether these
patterns of action and responses discerned by D and T are
1
As Attneave (1959) states, "The term 'transmitted in-
formation' suggests some sort of flow from a source to a sink
or destination. The use of the term to describe the constraint
of stimuli on responses (or, as above, the preceding actions
of A on B's responses) is compatible with this idea of causal
flow. The reader should note, however, that none of the
operations employed in calculating T require any assumption
about the direction or even existence, of any such causal re-
lationship... T is a measure of 'transmitted information only
by inference, and only in certain situations (,p. .
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other than random. In a similar fashion, it is possible to
study how Person B's immediately preceding acts influence
Person A' s immediately subsequent responses.
In addition to questions concerning mutual influences
between interacting participants we may also inquire as to
the extent to which each person's own actions influence his
subsequent responses. That is, ignoring B's intervening act,
we may ask how A's act immediately prior to B's intervention
modifies A's subsequent act. Informational analysis may
similarly be used to find the percentage of uncertainty
accounted for in B's responses as a function of B's own pre-
ceding actions; as above, the amount of information trans-
mitted may be obtained and evaluated. By then comparing the
results of the analyses, it is possible to tell whether knowing
A's immediately preceding actions tells one more or less
about B's responses than knowing B's own preceding actions.
We may thus examine to what extent B's responses are a function
of A's actions and/or his own preceding actions. Similar
2
comparative analyses may be made of A's actions.
theoretically, informational analyses could be applied
to study conjunctive effects; that is, in an ABA interchange,
it is possible to ask about the influence of specific AB
conjunctions of acts upon subsequent acts by A Theoretically,
the series may also be extended in time; that it, it is
possible to ask not only about immediately preceding act effects,
bSt also about the effects of earlier acts in the interchange
sequence. Unfortunately, limitations _ in the
preclude these investigative possibilities. The l^elihood
ratio test discussed below, does however, enable a
partial
examination of changes in three step patterns.
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Inspection and comparison of matrices is helped by-
converting frequencies into proportions. In the top half of
Table 4, it is found that in 40% of instances A acted
cognitively, in 28% affiliatively , and in 32% coercively.
In response to A, 44% of B's acts were cognitive, 28% were
affiliative, and 28% were coercive. The overall proportions
indicate general expectations. By taking proportions within
the matrix, it is possible to get an estimate of the probabi-
lities of responses expected from B in relation to a particular
action of A's. In the lower half of Table 4, it is found that
there is a tendency for B to respond coercively when A is
being cognitive, and cognitively when A is being coercive.
A matrix may encompass a short or long time span. That
is, it may represent a single sequence of interchanges or
interaction over a day, a week, a year. By taking samplings
of the responses to A by B over time, it is possible to test
whether the probabilities are stable or exhibit stationarity.
Bogartz (1968) suggests a test of stationarity involving a
likelihood ratio test of contingency stability. In the studies
which follow, the stationarity of transition probabilities
for some of the play characters over Acts of each of the
plays will be examined. In this way, it is possible to
learn whether the relations between participants change
over
the course of the plays. Informational analyses
of responses
partitioned by Acts of the play also provide information
about the extent to which responses differ for
different Acts.
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A comparison of within and over Acts findings can also
provide information about the extent to which the transition
probabilities change over Acts. These measures will be
discussed further in Chapter V in relation to how they can
be used to examine rigidity in the character interactions
in the plays.
CHAPTER V
THE PRESENT STUDY
In this chapter, we will derive the measures of rigidity
from the particular analyses outlined above. To do so, we
will have to consider briefly our impressions of the inter-
actions in the plays, and our way of approaching rigidity
conceptually.
Each of the plays evokes impressions of stasis and a
lack of responsiveness to the other in the interactions.
Martha needs to attack and belittle George. Willie Loman
dreams of success and defends himself against the realization
of failure. James Tyrone needs to defend himself against
attacks about his stinginess, and Mary Tyrone escapes from
the present through drugs. The needs, dreams, defenses, and
escapes create barriers and do not allow for change in the
interactions. Alternatives to a relationship of attack and
defense do not appear likely for George and Martha. Linda,
Charlie, and the sons must always contend with Willie's
dreams of success which make him impervious to realistic
suggestions. Mary's inability to cope with the present, and
her return to drugs induce guilt in the others, and James
Tyrone becomes the focus of blame, because the primary con-
cern becomes to affix blame rather than attempt to find con-
structive solutions the interactions among the Tyrone s are
static. As in Henry's description of pathology in the families
33
34
he studied, the characters "... seem destined to misery and
even catastrophe because they are locked in by their past
and by configurations of love, hate, anxiety, and shame
which became established in the home, rigid as the walls
(Henry, 1971
, p. xx)".
In each of the plays the notion of rigidity makes
intuitive sense. We can perceive the rigid patterns of
interaction in viewing or reading the plays. Yet when we
try to put our ideas into a simple form we are beset by
difficulties which arise in making the notion of rigidity
yield to clear behavioral definitions.
Although the concept of rigidity makes intuitive sense,
a consideration of the plays suggests that rigidity may re-
flect several distinct processes, and that these processes
need not be wholly coordinate or consistent with one another.
We are here reminded of the words of Wittgenstein:
The idea that in order to get clear
about the meaning of a general term one had
to find the common element in all its appli-
cations, has shackled philosophical investi-
gations; for it has not only led to no result,
but also made the philosopher dismiss as ir-
relevant the concrete cases, which alone could
have helped him to understand the usage of
the general term...
If one asks what the different processes
of expecting someone to tea have in common, the
answer is that there is no single feature in
common to all of them, though there are many
expectation form a family Cpp. 19-20, 1958).
In our studies of the plays we shall attempt to pin
down our intuitive impressions of rigidity with the aid of
These cases of
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quantitative methods discussed earlier. We would hope to
examine, within the limitations of the data available to us,
some of the bases for our intuitive impressions. Through
the process of examination we hope to refine our conceptuali-
zation of rigidity.
The coding of interactive data, described in Chapters
III and IV presents possibilities for examining several al-
ternative notions of rigidity;
1) Rigidity may be defined as a lack of change in the
nature of events produced by the participants over the course
of their activities. The Acts of the plays provide a time
dimension. If the actions of the participants do not change
over the course of the Acts we may infer one aspect of
rigidity.
The informational analyses provide indices for inferring
change or the lack of it over Acts of the plays. They tell
us if knowing the Act of the play helps us to predict the
behavior of the participants in an interaction. For instance,
we may expect more coercion from a character in one Act, and
more affiliation in another.
2) Rigidity may be defined as a lack of change in the
probabilities of action and response between the participants
over the course of their activities. The Acts of the play
again provide a time dimension. If the probabilities of
responding in a particular way by a character to particular
actions of the other do not change over the course of the
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Acts we may infer another aspect of rigidity.
What we are concerned with, for example, may be to
know if the probability of responding with coercion to
cognitive actions by the other differs significantly over
the Acts. The likelihood ratio test provides a means of
testing this. This test yields a X2 value that tells us if
the probabilities of responses to actions in the matrices
differ significantly for different Acts. If the X2 is non-
significant we may infer that the probabilities of action and
response are stable over Acts implying no change in the nature
of the interactions.
Another more sensitive measure of this is a comparison
of within with over Acts results from the informational
analyses for predicting the responses of a character as a
function of the prededing actions of the other or himself/
herself. The within Acts findings tell one the reduction of
uncertainty in a character's response within a specified Act
,
while the over Acts findings tell one the reduction of un-
certainty in a character's responses without specifying the
Act . If the nature of the interaction were not a static one,
one would expect a large difference between the over and
within Acts findings. The likelihood test will point out if
differences exist in the transition probabilities over Acts.
A comparison of the within and over Acts findings will give an
indication of how large these differences are. In this sense,
it becomes a more sensitive measure of change i.e. by indi-
cating the extent of it.
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In the first definition of rigidity, the informational
analysis yields information about change over Acts as a
function of the Acts. In the second definition of rigidity,
the likelihood ratio test, and a comparison of within and
over Acts findings tell us if change over Acts is a function
of stable contingencies or not. The latter are more sensitive
measures of change if we want to know if the nature of the
interaction is changing. It measures what might be termed
genotypic change rather than phenotypic change (Raush, 1972)
in the sense that changes that can be predicted from an
initial transition matrix may be considered phenotypic while
changes in the transition probabilities may be considered as
genotypic.
Our first definition of rigidity was a lack of change in
the nature of events produced by the participants over the
course of their activities. According to the definition of
the present section, rigidity is defined as a lack of change
in the transition probabilities over Acts of the play.
3) Rigidity may be also defined as the enactment of a
predetermined pattern in which there is a relative lack of
responsiveness between the participants.
The informational analyses can be used to tell us if
the preceding actions of B are a better predictor of his
behavior than A's preceding actions. In a stereotyped
pattern of interaction we would expect A's behavior to effect
B's responses, but we would expect this effect to be smaller
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than the effects of B's own preceding actions. In this
sense rigidity as defined in this section represents a
relative lack of accommodation between the participants in
an interaction.
Through considering the differing definitions of rigidity
that derive from the analyses, we have three approaches to
rigidity that are consistent with the descriptions in Chapter
I:
1) rigidity as a lack of change in the nature of events
over Acts of the plays;
2) rigidity as a lack of change in the transition
probabilities over Acts of the plays; and
3) rigidity as unresponsiveness indicative of a lack
of accommodation between the participants in the interaction.
What remains to be done now is to see how well the data
for the characters reflect these definitions since we have
an intuitive sense of rigidity in the plays.
CHAPTER VI
THE FINDINGS
This chapter presents the findings of the analyses done
for four interactions: George and Martha, Willie Loman and
Other, James Tyrone and Other, and Mary Tyrone and Other.
The findings are presented in terms of the three measures of
rigidity discussed above.
Martha in Relation to George
Tables 5 and 6 present the results of the informational
analyses for the George to Martha, and Martha to Martha data
in Appendix B, Tables 20 and 21. Tables 5 and 6 show that
knowing the Act of the play reduces a significant amount of
uncertainty about Martha's responses.
The nature of change in Martha's responses over Acts
appears to be due to increases in coercive actions and de-
creases in cognitive actions in Act II (Tables 20 and 21).
Changes in affiliative actions are relatively small over all
Acts. The percentages in Act III for each type of action are
similar to those in Act I. As will be seen, there are also
similar changes in the transition probabilities.
Table 7 presents the results of the likelihood tests for
the George to Martha, and Martha to Martha matrices in
Appendix B, Tables 20 and 21. The transition probabilities
in these matrices exhibit changes over Acts.
A comparison of within and over Acts findings (Tables
6 and 6) show that the difference between them
is relatively
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small indicating that predicting Martha's responses within a
specified Act as a function of George's immediately preceding
actions of hers does not reduce uncertainty much more than
predicting her behavior without specifying the Act.
Therefore, although there are changes in the transition
probabilities over Acts, these do not appear to be very
large changes as reflected by the above comparison of results.
The changes that do occur seem to be the result of changes
in the probabilities of coercive responses from Martha in
Act II.
Figure 1 summarizes the probabilities of coercive re-
sponses by Martha to either preceding cognitive, affiliative,
or coercive actions by George over Acts (Data from Appendix
B, Table 20). This figure shows that the probabilities of
coercive responses to any preceding action by George increases
in Act II. Not only then do the percentages of coercive
responses increase, but the likelihoods of coercive responses
to preceding actions by George. Interestingly, the largest
increase in the likelihood of coercive responses from Martha
occurs when George is affiliative. This would act to cut
off reconciliation as a possibility between him and Martha.
That is, if George moves toward Martha in an attempt to
make-up, he is most likely to be met with coercion in Act II.
The above findings are consistent with the notion of
Martha attacking George. This attacking behavior will cut
off accommodation to George's behavior. Therefore, we would
41
expect evidence of unresponsiveness in Martha's behavior.
But since the interaction settles into a pattern of attacks
from Martha and defense from George, we would also expect
evidence of a reduction in uncertainty in Martha's responses
as a function of George's preceding actions. What is implied
then by unresponsiveness is that Martha's preceding actions
will be a better predictor of her responses than George's
immediately preceding actions.
A comparison of the percentage reduction of uncertainty
in Tables 5 and 6 show that Martha's preceding actions are a
better predictor of her responses than are George's immediately
prior actions.
Summary
There is evidence of a change in the nature of events
for Martha over Acts. There is also a change in the transi-
tion probabilities. These changes are primarily a function
of an increase in the percentage and likelihood of coercive
responses from Martha in Act II. These findings are consis-
tent with the notion of an escalation of attacks emanating
from Martha. In Act III, percentages and likelihoods return
to their Act I levels.
The findings also show that Martha's responses exhibit
evidence of a lack of accommodation to George's actions as
reflected in the informational analyses. This is the only
form of rigidity that Martha's behavior exhibits in relation
to George.
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Table 8
LIKELIHOOD RATIO TESTS FOR CHANGES IN
THE GEORGE TO MARTHA AND MARTHA TO MARTHA
MATRICES OVER ACTS OF THE PLAY
Matrix X2 df
George to Martha 27.79 12 .01
Martha to Martha 22.11 12 .01
Probability 60
of
receding
Joercive
Action
George
'Cognitive
Action
George
Figure 1: Probability of a coercive response by Martha to
either a cognitive, affiliative, or coercive immediately
preceding action by George over Acts of the play (Prepared
from Table 20, Appendix B).
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George in Relation to Martha
Tables 8 and 9 present the results of the informational
analyses for the Martha to George, and George to George data
in Appendix B, Tables 22 and 23. Only Table 8 shows that
knowing the Act of the play reduces a significant amount of
uncertainty about George's responses.
Table 23 in Appendix B suggests that George increases
coercive actions and decreases cognitive actions in response
to Martha in Act II. The increases in Martha's attacks leads
to increases in coercive actions (e.g. rejection) by George.
Table 10 shows no evidence of change in the transition
probabilities in the Martha to George, and George to George
matrices over Acts. Further, a comparison of within and over
Acts findings (Tables 8 and 9) yields negligible differences.
The attacks of Martha provoke defense in George. George'
choice of a consistent means of defense (e.g. intellectual
rebuttal or rejection) suggests a form of rigidity involving
a lack of accommodation. The point is strengthened when
we note that George's defenses provoke more attacks from
Martha. Not only does his mode of defense not change, but
it leads to more attacks from Martha.
A comparison of the findings in Tables 8 and 9 show
that George's preceding actions are a better predictor of
his responses than are Martha's immediately prior actions.
Summary
There are small changes in the nature of George's be-
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TABLE 11
LIKELIHOOD RATIO TEST FOR CHANGES
IN THE MARTHA TO GEORGE AND GEORGE TO
GEORGE MATRICES OVER ACTS OF THE PLAY
Matrix df 2.
Martha to George 14.81 12 n. s.
George to George 16.90 12 n. s.
behavior over Acts reflecting the increases in attacks from
Martha. The transition probabilities in the Martha to
George, and Martha to Martha matrices do not exhibit changes
over Acts. Further, George's responses show evidence of a
lack of accommodation to Martha's actions as reflected in
the informational analyses.
Willie Loman in Relation to the "Other "
Tables 11 and 12 present the results of the informational
analyses for the Other to Willie, and Willie to Willie
matrices in Appendix B, Tables 24 and 25. Tables 11 and 12
show that knowing the Act of the play reduces slightly the
uncertainty about Willie's responses. The reduction of un-
certainty though statistically significant, is small relative
to the reduction of uncertainty due to the Other's and Willie's
own preceding actions. Tables 24 and 25 suggests that the
changes that occur over Acts for Willie and the Other are
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primarily related to an increase in affillative actions, and
a decrease in coercive actions by Willie in Act II. It is
unclear what these changes reflect.
Table 13 presents the results of the likelihood tests
for the Other to Willie, and Willie to Willie matrices in
Appendix B. As can be seen, the probabilities in the matrices
do not change over Acts. A comparison of within and over
Acts findings (Tables 11 and 12) similarly shows negligible
differences.
There is an apparent responsiveness to the other by
Willie. For instance, he fights with Biff, rejects job
offers from Charlie, and is generally affiliative toward
Linda, but there is a failure of accommodation to their
suggestions and help. A comparison of the percentages in
Tables 11 and 12 show that Willie's own preceding actions are
a far better predictor of his responses than are the Other's
immediately preceding actions.
Summary
There are slight changes in the nature of Willie's
behavior over Acts. It is unclear what these changes reflect.
The transition probabilities to not change over Acts for the
Other to Willie, and Willie to Willie matrices. Willie's
behavior exhibits a lack of accommodation to the Other's
actions.
James Tyrone (Tyrone) in Relation to the "Other "
Tables 14 and 15 present the results of the informational
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Table 14
LIKELIHOOD RATIO TESTS FOR CHANGES IN THE
"OTHER" TO WILLIE, AND WILLIE TO WILLIE
MATRICES OVER ACTS OF THE PLAY
df
Other to Willie 9.27 8 n. s.
Willie to Willie 8.52 8 n. s.
analyses for the Other to Tyrone, and Tyrone to Tyrone data
in Appendix B, Tables 26 and 27. In no cases does knowing
the Act of the play significantly reduce uncertainty about
Tyrone ' s responses.
Table 16 presents the results of the likelihood tests
for the Other to Tyrone, and Tyrone to Tyrone matrices in
Appendix B. As can be seen, the probabilities in the matrices
do not exhibit changes over Acts. A comparison of the within
and over Acts findings show that there is a negligible
difference for the Other to Tyrone matrices (Table 14), but
a fairly high difference for the Tyrone to Tyrone matrices
(Table 15). This difference in Table 15 appears related to
the findings below.
A comparison of the percentages in Tables 14 and 15
show that the Other's preceding actions are a better predictor
or Tyrone's responses than are his own prior acts. Further-
more, the Tyrone to Tyrone transitions are not as stable as
;es
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the transition probabilities in the Other to Tyrone matric<
(Tables 26 and 2?, Appendix B). Such findings suggests that
the source of rigidity may be the interpersonal climate in
which Tyrone finds himself which leads to the development of
a fixed inner schemata (e.g. the need to project blame onto
others). This would account for the differences between the
findings for George and Tyrone. Both have a need to defend
themselves from attack by the other. However, George has a
need to get back at Martha, while Tyrone tries to keep the
focus of blame off himself, and his attacks are directed to
that end. This is discussed in greater detail in Chapter VIII.
Summary
There is no evidence for change in the nature of events
for Tyrone and the Other, and no evidence for change in the
transition probabilities over Acts as revealed by the likeli-
hood test. However, the informational analysis reflects a
change in the Tyrone to Tyrone matrices over Acts. This
finding seems related to the Other's immediately preceding
actions being a better predictor of Tyrone's responses than
are Tyrone's own preceding actions.
Mary Tyrone in Relation to the Other
Tables 17 and 18 present the results of the informational
analyses for the Other to Mary, and Mary to Mary data in
Appendix B, Tables 28 and 29. There is a significant reduction
in uncertainty in her responses as a function of Acts of the
play.
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Table 17
LIKELIHOOD RATIO TESTS FOR CHANGES IN THE
"OTHER" TO TYRONE, AND TYRONE TO TYRONE
MATRICES OVER ACTS OF THE PLAY
df
Other to Tyrone 1.78 8 n.s.
Tyrone to Tyrone 7.55 8 n. s.
Table 28 in Appendix B shows that the Other becomes
more coercive and less cognitive, and Mary becomes more
coercive and less cognitive over Acts. Table 29 shows similar
changes for Mary as well as an increase in affiliative actions
in later Acts.
Table 19 presents the results of the likelihood tests
for the Other to Mary, and Mary and Mary matrices in Appendix
B. Only the transition probabilities in the Other to Mary
matrices exhibit significant changes over Acts. A comparison
of the over and within findings (Tables 17 and 18) show that
the difference for the Mary to Mary matrices is negligible,
while the difference for the Other to Mary matrices reflects
the significant results for the likelihood tests.
Table 28 shows an increase in the likelihood of an
affiliative response, and a decrease in the likelihood of a
cognitive response by Mary to a preceding affiliative action
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by the Other. Table 28 also shows an increase in the likeli-
hood of a coercive response, and a large decrease in the like-
lihood of an affiliative response as well as a smaller decrease
in the likelihood of a cognitive response by Mary to a pre-
ceding coercive action by the Other.
Mary is addicted to drugs and withdraws into a fog.
Sometimes she responds to the Other's attacks with affiliation
(e.g. pleading), and sometimes with coercion (e.g. guilt
inducement), one reminisces a great deal and sometimes she
brings up guilt inducing subjects. At other times she becomes
affiliative toward the Other. Her behavior exhibits no con-
sistent patterns of interaction in relation to the Other,
ohe is more wrapped up in a reverie of dreams and past torments
ohe becomes more coercive in later Acts, when in her drugged
state she is less prone to watch what she says.
Tables 17 and 18 point out that Mary's preceding actions
are not a significant predictor of her responses, and that
the Other's are. The fact that her preceding actions are not
a significant predictor of her responses indicated a random-
ness in her behavior that might be expected from her drugged
state. The fact that the Other is a significant predictor
of her responses may indicate out that she does respond to
attacks or affiliative actions. The change in her behavior
over Acts and the change in the transition probabilities in
the Other to Mary matrices over Acts suggest that Mary does
not develop rigid patterns of interaction.
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Table 20
LIKELIHOOD RATIO TESTS FOR CHANGES IN THE
"OTHER" TO MARY, AND MARY TO MARY MATRICES
OVER ACTS OF THE PLAY
X2 df p__
Other to Mary 16.0097 8 -05
Mary to Mary 7-26 8 n.s.
nummary
There is evidence for a change in the nature of events,
as well as a change in the transition probabilities for Mary
over Acts. Mary's preceding actions were not found to be a
significant predictor of her responses pointing to a randomness
in her behavior possibly reflecting her drugged state. The
fact that the Other's preceding actions were a significant
predictor of her responses suggests that she does respond to
the Other; there is no evidence that rigid patterns of inter-
action develop over the course of the play.
CHAPTER VII
THE PRESENT STUDY RECONSIDERED
In this chapter, we will consider the findings in terms
of how they illuminate the notion of rigidity, and further,
what limitations these findings have as regards this study of
rigidity. In addition, the limitations of the study as a whole
will be considered.
!• What the findings tell us about rigidity . In Chapter
I, the notion of rigidity was outlined as a failure of accommo-
dation to new information that is likely to change the schema
about the other. In an interaction, rigidity in one or both
participants is likely to lead to a stereotyped pattern of
interaction. This is shown clearly in the example of Peter
and Paul (p. 1). In Chapter V, it was necessary to derive
behavioral definitions of rigidity based on what the analyses
could tell us. This is no simple matter. The analyses could
yield three types of findings that are consistent with our
impressions of rigidity. These were 1) a lack of change in
the nature of events over Acts, 2) a lack of change in the
transition probabilities over Acts, and 3) rigidity as un-
responsiveness, indicating of a lack of accommodation between
the participants in an interaction.
A consideration of the findings for the interactions in
the plays tells us that there is no one type of rigidity across
the plays. Although intuitively we would say that rigidity
existed in all plays, we found that what would fall under this
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heading differs somewhat from play to play. (These differing
findings will be used as a basis for a more detailed dis-
cussion of the plays in Chapter VIII.) Thus, our findings
were consistent with the notion that there are overlapping
families of behavior that might come under a general intuitive
heading of rigidity.
It appears that from the analyses that our impressions
of rigidity are tied closely to a lack of change. This lack
of change can be seen to manifest itself along differing
behavioral dimensions as the findings have shown. The findings
for Mary Tyrone point out that the way in which we define this
lack of change can somewhat be further refined. The findings
for Tlary Tyrone yielded no evidence of rigidity on any of the
behavioral measures, yet we feel that she does not accommodate
to the other in the interaction. But if we consider the nature
of this lack of accommodation that leads to a stereotyped
pattern of interaction. One can easily see that this is not
the case for Mary. Here we should make a distinction between
a lack of accommodation due to a fixed schemata, and a lack of
accommodation due to being generally unresponsive to the other.
The former would lead to a stereotyped pattern of interaction,
while the latter would not. It appears that our method of
analyses can discriminate between these two kinds of unrespon-
siveness.
Finally, the results of the likelihood ratio tests
(Bogartz, 1968) that showed a lack of change in the transition
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probabilities over Acts in some cases suggests that mathematical
models such as the Markov model (Kemeny and Snail, I960) might
prove fruitful in a further investigation of rigidity. This
model can be used to analyze and evaluate a complex multi-
determined relation as it evolves through time. It deals
with predicting patterns of interaction over a sequence of
time. To do this, it is necessary to construct a matrix of
contingency probabilities as in the present study. Then, pre-
dictions can be made upon the basis of initial probabilities
of behaviors and the contingency probabilities of transitions
between behaviors. As Raush (1972) states:
The matrix enables us to infer what will
happen over time. It can tell us whether some
events will increase in frequency, while others
decrease, and how fast this will happen; whether
the frequencies of events will stabilize and
how many steps this will take; the nature of
stabilization - that is whether the process is
toward a single state or set of inexorable states
from which there is no escape; whether the pro-
cess will settle into a homeostatic balance or
whether it will cycle so that the states or
events will have a "now you see it, now you
don't" character (p. 278).
2. The limitations of the findings
. While the present
study is instructive, it raises many questions and points in
certain directions. It calls for the need for further re-
finements in our analyses, and a better breakdown of our
concept of rigidity. (The latter is so for the present study
tells us about rigidity in a global and general way. ) This
is due to the way in which we had to code the interactions
in order to get quantifiable data. Because of this, we get
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a general picture of the forms rigidity might exhibit in an
interaction. This being the case, we get a ground or basis
upon which to further discuss rigidity.
In the introduction, two purposes of the study were
stated: one methodological, the other theoretical. It was
hoped that the methodological aspects of the study would
provide for a more detailed theoretical discussion. However,
this is not the case, rather, we have to take the global
structure of rigidity that the findings present about each
play, and the illuminations about how we should approach the
notion conceptually (e.g. families of behavior) as a general
basis for a discussion. Because this is the case, our theore-
tical discussion will have to gain most of its details from
considerations along more "literary" lines. (However, if we
are aware that the findings and methodology only serve as
guides to the discussion in the next chapter, we will not be
misled into thinking that this chapter is unrelated to the
findings.
)
The present findings help point up the many problems
facing future studies of rigidity, especially in a naturalis-
tic setting. The need for large amounts of data that will
provide more refined codings of the interactions (e.g. a six-
category scheme rather than a three) points our that large
samplings of behaviors are needed. The complexities of the
interaction caution against grouping several different inter-
actions to gain enough data. Perhaps, studying one interaction
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over a long period of time might provide the solution to this
dilemma. However, here one runs the risk of complicating such
a study "by many extraneous happenings affecting the inter-
action. This was somewhat controlled for in the present study
by having plays dealing with action over a short period of
time. Gince, naturalistic studies might be premature due to
the many problems that occur in a study of this nature, stan-
dardized situations in which certain interactions are to be
improvised by groups of two participants (Raush and Barry,
1969) might provide a good starting point. This would enable
the investigator to gain large amounts of data over a short
period of time in a fairly controlled setting. However, though
this might provide a solution to many problems, it is an issue
of considerable depth that cannot be discussed further here.
3. The limitations of the study as a whole . Most of
the limitations of the study were discussed above. However,
one major limitation still remains to be outlined. That is,
the absence of any control group. Three plays were selected
in which the interactions were felt to be rigid. No plays
were selected in which interactions were felt to be flexible.
The question remains whether a flexible interaction would
differ on the measures from a rigid one. A problem faced
here is to find comparable rigid and flexible interactions.
This is so for the findings for the rigid interactions studied
pointed out that there were differences from one situation to
another. We could of course say that a flexible interaction
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should not exhibit evidence for any of the three measures
of rigidity derived from our analyses. But what if it did?
Would this challenge our findings? This question cannot be
easily answered until a more refined coding procedure can
be used, and more data for analyses are available under fairly
controlled situations as discussed above.
What we have now is a very crude and general means of
analyzing rigidity on an empirical level, and a more sophis-
ticated and refined way of discussing rigidity on a theoretical
level (Of. Chapter VIII). Until the empirical findings and
theoretical discussions can be brought to bear in a closer
dialectic, questions of this sort cannot be answered. However,
it would have been of interest to have used at least one play
in which a flexible interaction could be discerned as a basis
of some comparisons. This was not done due to the time and
effort that the analysis of one more play would entail.
Conclusion . This study was exploratory and what it seems
to show most of all is the problems of making complex notions
as rigidity yield to quantitative empirical analyses in an
ongoing interaction. It points out that future endeavors
along these lines will face many problems at many levels, and
that one should proceed very carefully. The study was im-
portant in that it asked a question about how many questions
have to be answered in order to study rigidity in a quanti-
tative fashion in an ongoing interaction. That it pointed
out the multitude and complexity involved in research on
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social exchange only mirrors the complexity of human inter-
action as it exists in the minds of playwriters and on life
itself.
CHAPTER VIII
RIGIDITY IN THE PLAYS
Because of the limitations of our findings, we have to
approach a further consideration of rigidity in the plays on
more theoretical grounds. As discussed above, the findings
and the approach to them will be used as a general guide to
our discussion below.
In each of the plays, there is an exposition of the
nature of interaction between the characters and a problem
is outlined. The problem in the Albee play is the effort of
George and Martha to destroy each other. In the Miller play,
it is Willie's failure, and in the O'Neill play, for the
Tyrone's, it is the stinginess of the father, and the drug
addiction of the mother.
We feel that the nature of the interaction or the be-
havior of the characters prevent them from coming to terms
with their problems. Because each is out to get the other,
the tactics that George and Martha employ serve not only to
implement the pattern of interaction, but to perpetuate it
as well (Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson, 1968). Willie's
clinging to his dreams of success prevents him from dealing
realistically with his situation and from accepting the help
that others have to offer. For the Tyrone family, it is the
climate of blame that prevents the Tyrones from seeking con-
structive solutions.
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Suspense is created by a second level of action. In
the Albee play, it is the mysterious son which plays a role
in the conflict between George and Martha. In the Miller
play, it is the question of why Biff dropped out of school
and the hostility that exists between him and Willie. For
the Tyrone family, it is Edmund's tuberculosis.
Suspense and tension mounts as action in the plays con-
tinues. We learn more about the mysterious son, the rela-
tionship between Biff and Willie in the past, and it is con-
firmed that Edmund has tuberculosis. We wonder how this
secondary level of action will effect the interactions of the
characters and if it will play a role in the solution of the
problem. Further, tension and suspense is created by the
main level of action. The conflict between George and Martha
is intensified. At each attack, we wonder if Martha will
break George down. But George is always able to top Martha,
which instigates her to further attacks. Each escalation of
attack convinces us that something must happen, that either
George or Martha will break down or the interaction will change.
After the attempted seduction of Nick, we feel that things
can't go on like this. We are exhausted in Act III, and it
appears so are the characters. We wonder what will happen
now. In the Miller play suggestions and help are offered to
Willie but he rejects these. A heightening of suspense
occurs for we feel that Willie will sooner or later have to
face the reality of the situation but that others will be
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there to help him. The suggestion of the sons to go into
business together, and Willie's stating that he will talk
to the boss sets up what we feel will be deciding factors.
In the O'Neill play, we feel that when the mother and
Edmund learn of his tuberculosis this will bring the
Tyrone s closer together and they will seek to help each
other. We sense a great deal of love in this family and we
feel that it will win out.
In each play, events proceed to a point of climax where
we feel that the characters will either solve their problems
or fail to do so. Here, we find that the two levels of
action come together, and that the secondary level of action
will play a major role in the outcome of the play and solu-
tions of the problems. It is the telegram about the son
after conflict between George and Martha reaches its height.
For Willie, it is getting fired from his job, and Biff's
failing to get the loan to go into business which triggers a
fight between him and Willie. For the Tyrones, it is Edmund
learning that he has tuberculosis and his return home that
night.
The possibility for a solution to the problems is
created at this point of climax in each play. We see that
the alleged telegram about the death of the son ruptures the
conflict between George and Martha and holds out the possi-
bility that the two may come together, united by their grief.
But, the events that transpire require a more complicated
interpretation. In the fight between Biff and Willie, Biff
tries to penetrate through the illusions of Willie's dreams
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of success and at the same time forgive him for the past.
When we hear Willie state his surprise that Biff loves him,
we hope that now he will give up his illusions and accept
the love of those around him. The conversation between
Edmund and James Tyrone convinces us that the Tyrone s do
not have to go on blaming one another, that Tyrone is willing
to help, and that when the mother is told, things might
work out.
In one of the plays, there is the possibility that
things might work out in the future. In Albee 1 s play, the
possibility for change in the relationship between George
and Martha is opened up by the death of the mythical son.
Willie Loman commits suicide, and Mary Tyrone is so deeply
involved in drugs that she is not affected by the news of
Edmund's tuberculosis.
Rigidity and the Plays
We have introduced rigidity as an explanatory concept
of patterns of interactions such as the above in which people
fail to solve their problems.
The notion of rigidity applies to a particular kind of
interpersonal context as outlined by Laing, Phillipson, and
Lee (1972). We considered the interactions in the plays as
occurring within this kind of context. Further, taking some
points raised by Wittgenstein (1958) as a guideline, we
suggested that rigidity may manifest itself in a variety of
ways; that there may be similarities of behavior across
75
differing contexts forming different families of rigidity.
The findings seem to support such a view, and offer empirical
support for the notion of rigidity. We will now discuss
these findings in a general way to show how rigidity can he
used to clarify the interactions and outcomes of the plays.
The tragedy of the plays lies in a lack of change in
either the characters themselves or the nature of their
interaction. We see that this lack of change manifests it-
self in two general ways that we term rigid. In the first
case, there is a lack of change in the characters themselves,
and in the second case , a lack of change in their interaction.
Evidence for a lack of change in the characters is shown
for George, Martha, and Willie by the informational analysis
which indicated unresponsiveness as a lack of accommodation.
Such findings are consistent with our previous impressions of
the plays and the characters. We see that Martha's need to
get George, and George's need to keep outdoing Martha per-
petuates the conflict. The needs of each lead to behaviors
that strengthen the needs of the other. Martha's need to
break George down leads to attacks from Martha which cause
George to retaliate. If George gave in, he would receive no
mercy from Martha (Cf. Figure 1, Act II). George's retaliation
only instigates Martha to further attack. Unless some event
can rupture the vicious circle, we feel that this pattern of
interaction will continue indefinitely. The alleged telegram
about the son makes us aware of a common bond, which may
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enable them to relax their hostilities and face something
together. Thus, Watzlawick et al (1968) contend that the
illusion of the child served as a homeostatic mechanism to
keep the two locked into their pattern of interaction. They
contend that the use of the child as ammunition in the con-
flict was not fair for either George or Martha, and that
whenever the interaction reached a level where things might
get out of hand, the child was brought up to bring things
back to an appropriate level. They further contend that
George by destroying the illusion of the child alters the
very nature of the interaction and introduces the possibi-
lity of change. The destruction of the son serves to rupture
the pattern of interaction and open up these possibilities
for the future.
For Willie Loman, we see that his dreams and illusions
about success have to change. The fight with Biff serves
to confront Willie with reality. He is given a choice: to
accept the others and their help and abandon his dreams, or
to somehow hang onto these dreams. He opts for the latter,
and after the fight with Biff his behavior reaches psychotic
proportions. Ben becomes a concretization indicative of a
psychotic symptom. Willie uses the love of Biff as a further
justification of his need for success and feels the only
way left to succeed is through suicide. Earlier in the play,
Willie tells Charley:
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Funny, y'know? After all the highways,
and the trains, and the appointments, and
the years, you end up worth more dead than
alive (p. 98).
Willie commits suicide at the end of the play, because he
sees this as his last chance for success. He believes that
the insurance will reap a big pay-off for Biff, and that a
big turn out at the funeral will impress Biff by showing him
how many friends Willie had.
The tragedy of Willie is that in the face of reality
he could not abandon his dreams of success and accept a
more meaningful and less grandiose success: the love and
help of others. The words of Linda underscore this point:
I can't understand it. At this time esp-
cially. First time in thirty-five years we
were just about free and clear. He only needed
a little salary... (p. 137).
Lack of change in the interactions with others for
George, Willie, and Tyrone is reflected in the likelihood
tests for changes over Acts in the transition probabilities
and in the comparison of the over and within Acts findings.
It is reasonable to assume that the lack of changes in
the interactions for George and Willie have their source in
the inner needs discussed above. We note here that the
changes in Martha's behavior in relation to George are in
the direction of more coercion which is consistent with her
need to. attach and break George down.
Tyrone's rigidity stems from the interaction with the
others. As the play progresses we see that each of the char-
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acters in the play seeks to blame the others and avoid blame
himself. This prevents the characters from coming to terms
with the problem. If a character accepted his blame, this
would not necessarily enable him and the others to seek a
constructive solution, but would put him at the mercy of
the others.
The turning point comes when Edmund learns of his
tuberculosis. In the final conversation between him and
Tyrone we see that Tyrone is not so rigid about his stinginess,
that he can justify to some extent why he was so stingy in
the past, and that he is willing to send Edmund to a private
sanitorium. Here we see that in another atmosphere this
stinginess could have been accepted and not become a focal
point for conflict. It is not Tyrone's stinginess then that
makes for a failure to come to terms with the problem but the
way the others treat this stinginess. In the case of George
and Martha the inner needs of each lock the two into a
vicious circle of interaction. In the case of Tyrone and
the others the climate of blame makes each defensive about
their past behavior.
The reconciliation between Tyrone and Edmund comes too
late. The tragedy is not that they are unable to change nor
that they are unwilling. It is that it may come too late.
The reconciliation between Tyrone and Edmund only frustrates
us more with the entrance of Mary Tyrone. Hopes were created
in us, only to be dashed.
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Evidence for changes in Mary's behavior over Acts and
the lack of any consistent patterns of interaction between
her and the others seem related to a randomness of behavior
which would be indicative of drug-induced behavior. It is
not that Mary displays rigidity in her behavior but that
she seeks to escape her situation.
As the play progresses, Mary retreats further into
drugs and tries to escape the present. It is interesting that
the climate of blame might serve to reinforce this escape.
By blaming others, she can justify her drug addiction and
pass herself off as a victim of past cruelties. Accepting
blame would force her to do somthing about her drug addiction.
A desire to get well is insufficient for a constructive
solution given the climate of blame. It seems that she did
try to get well in the past, and succeeded for a time in
staying off drugs. But, just as the others cannot accept
Tyrone's stinginess, and continue to blame him for it, they
cannot accept Mary's past drug addiction. They watch her
and are suspicious of her behavior for she might turn to
drugs again. The climate of blame and suspicion makes it
easier for Mary to turn to drugs: "Why not? They suspect
me anyway.", and can be used to justify her drug addiction,
"It's all your fault".
The possibility of change in the climate as indicated
by the conversation between Edmund and Tyrone comes too
late, for Mary has become so deeply involved in drugs that
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she pays no attention to the fact that Edmund has tuber-
culosis, ohe is unable to come to grips with the problems
and seeks escape. The climate of blame seems to reinforce
this choice.
Conclusion
In thinking about the plays, Sartre's No exit (1972)
comes to mind. In that play, the needs of the characters
lock them into a pattern of interaction which leads one
character to conclude that "Hell is other people". Or
Laing's description (1970) of similar interactions as "knots,
tangles, fankles, impasses
,
disjunctions, whirligogs, binds"
seems appicable. Henry's previously quoted description of
families in which pathological processes of interpersonal
interaction were present seems to summarize best the inter-
actions of the characters.
I perceive these families as Greek tragedies
without gods. They seem destined to misery and
even catastrophe because they were locked in by
their past and by the configurations of love, hate,
anxiety, and shame which became established in the
home, rigid as the walls (p. xx, 1971).
The notion of rigidity is seen as being the common thread
running through the above descriptions.
The outcome of the plays suggests three possible ways
to deal with such rigid interactions when one is a participant
1) to destroy the illusions upon which the inter-
action is based and which perpetuates it (George);
2) to follow the illusions to their likely de-
structive conclusions (Willie); or
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3) to try to escape the interaction in one way
or another (Mary).
Of the three characters, George seems the most heroic.
There is compassion for Mary and her suffering, and a sense
of frustration about the actions of Willie, but is is George
whom we admire. He chooses to take action and oppose the
apparent necessity of his hell. He attacks its very core,
and raison d 1 etre : the mythology upon which it is founded.
His actions seem like a call to each of us: to examine our
lives and interactions, and an offer of hope that although
our tragedies rival the Greeks, we can overcome them without
their divine help by living not for some mythology, but with
one another.
CHAPTER IX
oummary
The purpose of the study was twofold: to explore the
notion of rigidity in an interpersonal interaction on a
theoretical and empirical level. Interpersonal interaction
was considered in terms of the concepts of schemata, assimi-
lation, and accommodation derived from the work of Piaget.
Rigidity was defined as a lack of accommodation to new
information that is likely to change the schema to (percep-
tions) one has about the other in an interpersonal context.
Flexibility was defined as the accommodation to new informa-
tion about the other and consequent change in the schemata.
Those plays, Who's afraid of Virginia Woolf , Death of
a salesman , and Long day's .journey into night , in which the
interactions of the main characters were seen as rigid on an
intuitive level was chosen to explore the notion of rigidity
on a quantitative level. To do this, the behavior of the
characters had to be coded and arranged into transition
matrices of antecedent and consequent acts of one character
in relation to the other. Informational analyses and likeli
hood ratio tests yielded findings about the degree to which
there was a lack of change in the nature of events over Acts
a lack of change in the transition probabilities over acts,
and a lack of accommodation of one character in relation to
the other.
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The major finding of the study was that Lhe intuitive
impressions of rigidity rested on different empirical grounds
and that rigidity might be best thought of as familiar of
overlapping behaviors across differing interpersonal contexts
The need for further refinements in the coding system
was mentioned , and the problems of studying rigidity in an
naturalistic setting were reviewed. Finally, the plays were
reconsidered at a theoretical level taking the findings as
a guideline to the discussion.
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APPENDIX A
CODING SCHEME USED FOR PLAYS
(Modified version of scheme
used by Barry (1968) for im-
provised marital conflict)
GENERAL INTRODUCTION
ACTS
An act was defined as the statement or action of one
character bounded by the statement or action of another.
An act is initiated by the character's statement or action
and it terminates when the statement or action of another
begins. Thus, an act may be a lengthy statement, a sentence,
a phrase, or a word; it may end at a natural termination
point or it may be interrupted by the act of another. Acts
may also be gestures, expressions, or other physical motions.
CATEGORIES
I. Category coding involves specific acts. The position
taken by the coder is that of the generalized other. The
question he must ask is: What would I feel was being done
to me if I were the recipient of this particular act? The
coder must judge this by what has gone on in the interchange
up to the specific act now being coded. That is, a category
coding may be influenced by the preceding codings, but the
coder must avoid special knowledge or influence of subsequent
events. He therefore avoids reading or listening ahead of
the act he is coding. A particular danger is that coders
might try to interpret an act too deeply. The judgment
must be' at a relatively, but not completely, naive level:
How would the recipient judge what was being done to him?
Thus, for example, a statement in the form of a question
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might represent a request for information, or an expression
of personal concern, or an attack, etc. The coder must
differentiate among these, irrespective of the form of the
statement, by taking the position of the recipient.
II. There are 36 categories. These presumably cover
the potentialities for the interactions of the characters in
the plays. The categories may be roughly classified as either
cognitive, affillative, or coercive, and they are listed as
such in the body of the manual as an aid to the coder.
Within this rough classification the categories are ordered
roughly according to their "intensity". Each act is coded by
selection from the 36 categories. Following coding, data
may be lumped according to any of several schemes.
DOUBLE CODING
The general policy is to minimize double codes. Double
codes may be used when:
1) the first part of an act is in response to the
other's statement, while the latter part ini-
tiates an event requiring another coding;
2) there is too much data in the act to handle with
a single coding; for example, tone may change
from coercive to affiliative, cognitive to
coercive, etc.
Acts are not double coded:
1) when they are ambiguous to the coder; a decision
must be made as to the "best" single code;
2) when there is disagreement among the coders;
here, too, a decision as to a "best" single
code must be made (see Consensus Coding below).
Triple codes are never used.
By convention (because of data-analytic requirements),
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there cannot be two successive double codings: that is, at
least one-singled coded act must appear between two acts,
both of which are doubled coded. If the rules do not allow
the coder to double code, in a situation where double coding
would seem warranted, he must judge which single aspect of
an act is most important and code accordingly.
PROCEDURES
I. In coding, a column of the coding sheet is designated
for each character. Acts are numbered successively as the
left hand margin, beginning with 1., then going on to the
final act. The coder codes each act successively without
listening or reading ahead.
II. The procedure of coding involves two steps: inde-
pendent coding and consensus coding:
A. Independent coding : Each coder codes the material
independently, He proceeds successively through the series
of acts, coding each act into one (or, in the case of double
coding, two) of the 36 categories. In the present study,
tape recordings and copies of the plays were used simul-
taneously; three independent coders coded each set of materials
B. Consensus coding : Consensus coders worked cojointly.
They repeat the procedures of the independent coders, but
have available to the, in addition to the raw materials
(tapes and scripts), the codings of the independent coders.
Using the independent codings as a basis, the consensus
coders together arrive at a judgment for the coding of a
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given act. This judgment becomes the standard code . Consensus
requires at least two coders. In the present study, two of
the independent coders did the consensus coding.
CODER TRAINING
In the first part of training, the coders familiarized
themselves with the coding categories. However, there was
no pressure toward memorizing the scheme since a listing of
categories would always be available during coding. Excerpts
of modern plays were then scored cojointly and the basis for
scoring each act discussed. When the coders began to feel
somewhat more comfortable with the procedures, they undertook
independent coding; they then met jointly to discuss agree-
ments, and arrive at a consensus. 'The final part of training
was for these coders to score large parts of plays independently
and do so until their agreement with the standard code
decided upon reached approximately 70% agreement (that of
experienced coders, Cf. Barry, 1968).
ACTION CATEGORY CODING
ognitive Acts
Conventional remarks:
—Use: A remark that is ritualistic, cultural, or "social" in its
implication. Conventional remarks rarely convey information.
Obvious conventional remarks used in greeting and parting (see
examples).
— Conventions and Confusions: The coder must judge that the remark
is purely conventional and not intended to convey or elicit informa-
tion. For example, "How are you? " as a greeting is 0. rather
than 2.
---Examples
:
"Hello, dear. "
"How are you? "
"Happy anniversary. 11
"Nice day isn't it? "
"See you later. "
"So long."
Opening the issue or probe :
Use: A move toward bringing an issue or problem into the open.
Code represents a preliminary step prior to overtly facing an issue.
It says, in a sense, "there is something to be talked about, 11 or
primes the other for a course of action, but the substantive issue is
not stated.
Conventions and Confusions: At times 1. may be mistaken for 0.,
2. , or 3. It appears frequently as the first communication to break
the conventionality barrier. For coding purposes it is very impor-
tant to keep the set of the "generalized other. " The coder may
know the purpose of the speaker, but the one to whom the speaker
speaks may not. Hence, coding 1. should be used only when the
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listener, without special knowledge, would know that the speaker
is probing or opening the issue.
Examples:
"I have a surprise for you. "
"Honey? " (Said in tone of "I have something to say. ")
"Something on your itvnd? 11
"What's that smile for?"
Seeking information:
-— Use: Attempts to find cut factual information. It cannot be empha-
sized enough that this is solely to elicit factual information.
---Conventions and Confusions: A question does not necessarily indi-
cate a 2. ana not all 2 t 's are in the form of a question. The func-
tion of the statement is the essential determinant.
---Examples
:
"What time is it? "
"What are you making? "
"Tell me more. 11
(Examples ordinarily not 2. "How are you? " is usually 0.
"What's the matter with you? " is usually 21. )
Giving information:
---Use: Presentation of factual information.
---Conventions and Confusions: Does not necessarily have to be in
answer to a question. Generally well differentiated from the other
categories, though at times confused with 5.
,
especially if a move
toward action is implicit* If statement is for any purpose other
than to give information, another coding should be used. Again the
coder should take the position of the "generalized other" who is not
privy to special information.
---Examples
:
"It's 10 o'clock. "
"I'm finished with the dishes. "
Withholding information:
—Use: Attempts to conceal or disguise plans or feelings the other
wishes knowledge about without implying rejection of the other.
-— Conventions and Confusions: One must judge that refusal to answer
other's question is not rejection of other but merely an unwillingness
to answer without sti ong e notional impact. For example, "What's
the matter? " - "Nothing. " Context and tone important for making
judgement of code. Should be discriminated from 45.
Examples
:
A: ("I've got a surprise. " = 1. )
B: ("What's the surprise?" = 2.)
A: "I'm not telling. ; ' = 4.
Other examples are not presented because they depend
too much on context and tone.
Suggesting a course of actio n:
Use: Could be in the form of a declaration or question.
Conventions and Confusions: 5. can be differentiated from 47. by
the tone of voice and the context.
---Examples
:
"Let's stay home."
"How about going out to dinner? "
"Why don't you go wash up? "
"Come on over and sit Jown. "
Agreeing with statement of other :
---Use: Verbal equivalent to a behavioral nod.
---Conventions and Confusions: Represents a fairly cursory agreement,
saying, in effect, "Go on; tell me more, 11 Discriminated from 23.
by the fact that 23. is a real acceptance of what other has said,
whereas 6. is more curscry and conventional.
"Yes, but ...,." is usually 11. not 6.
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-—Examples
:
"Okay. " (cursory)
"Uh huh. "
"Mm hm. "
A: ("Let's go to the show. " = 5. )
("Okay. " = 23.)
"Okay. " = 6.
B
A
Giving cognitive reasonsjp r a course of action :
— Use: Most frequently in support of one's own intention but can also
be presentation of reasons for following other person's course of
action. The category reflects rational arguments. When emotional
elements enter, the coding is no longer 7.
— Conventions and Confusions: If the statement is made supporting own
argument in denying other's argument, it is coded 11. If it is merely
sustaining one's own position, then it is coded as 7. A suggestion for
a course of action (5. ) when nested within arguments for such action
tends to be coded as 7.
---Examples
:
"Let's go because I already have the tickets. "
"There are three reasons why we should do this. "
("That's true, but I've already cooked the dinner. " = 11.
)
Exploring the consequences of a course of action :
Use: Typically a cognitive exploration of "What will happen if.
. .
.
"
Conventions and Confusions: 8. tends to appear when people are close
to agreeing on a course of action and are ready to explore the implica-
tions of their decision, 8. is the cognitive counterpart of 21. and 24.
If elements of concern Tor other's feelings (21.) or the seeking of
reassurance (24.) appear, these take precedence. As compared to
29.
,
which is concern with the general relationship and which has an
affiliative component, 8. is oriented toward a specific course of
action and is more cognitive.
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Examples
:
"Will the food keep if we go out to dinner? "
"What will happen if we do 11
(Examples often confused with 8. --
"Would you be upset if we do this? " = 21.
"Are you angry at me for this? " = 24.
"Well, how shall we settle this? " = 29. )
Giving up or leaving the fit Id:
-—
Use: This category is used when the statement would be received by
the other as genuine "I give up" rather than as a tactic to induce or
to force the other to give in to one's demands.
— Conventions and Confusions: Should be distinguished from rejection
(45.) and guilt inducement (51.). 10. is leaving the field of interaction.
---Examples
:
"I give up. "
"I quit. "
"I'm going to bed. "
"I don't know what to do. "
Denying the validity of other's argument with or without the use of
counter -arguments :
Use: This is a cognitively oriented category. Emphasis is on
rational argument.
---Conventions and Confusions: If there is any element of negation of
the other's argument, score as 11. not 7. 11. is distinguished from
45.
,
which is stronger, more abrasive, more emotionally charged.
11. is distinguished from 51.
,
which is an assault of a more personal
and emotional nature.
---Examples
:
"Yes, but "
"I see no reason for "
"Yes, I did "
"No, I didn't "
"I don't agree with that. "
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13
'
Changing the subject; shifting the topic of conversation :
— Use: Attempts to delay or effect a temporary pause in the conflict.
The recipient would perceive this as a diversion from the topic under
discussion, and would not see it as an attempt on the part of the
sender to win the argument.
— Conventions and Confusions: In contrast to a 13., a 26. would be
received by the generalized other more as a manipulative technique
by the sender to win his point.
---Examples
:
"Look at that cat. "
"Let's talk about something else."
(In the mids' of an argument) "Did you put the dog out? "
Affiliative Acts
1 5. Using humor :
Use: In general the function of this category, as perceived by the
other, is to temper the conflict.
—
-Conventions and Confusions: The content may be diverse, but the
generalized other would receive the statement (because of tone and
phrasing) as an attempt to lower the tension level.
--•Examples
:
"You're a stinker! That's a footnote by the way. "
"Well, I never knew him [Shakespeare], but I enjoy his plays. "
"I'm going to trade you in. "
1 9 . Avoiding blame or responsibility :
---Use: Casting blame onto someone or something else with the intent of
making the other realize that it's "not my fault, " or "I've no control
over it. "
---Conventions and Confusions: 19. is affiliative and conciliatory in
tone, in contrast to 41. which would be received as coercive.
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Examples
:
"I didn't want to bring work home, but I can't help it. "
"My mind was on something else. "
"Well, there are circumstances that just don't allow me to
make a phone call. "
"I didn't bring it up; h ; brought it up. "
("I've got to get this work done tonight so leave me alone." = 41.)
Accepting the blame o r re sponsibility;
—Use: A conciliatory or iffiliative gesture, often an appeal for
forgiveness.
---Conventions and Confusions:
Examples
:
"I don't mean to be rude. "
"I'm sorry. 11
"I admit I'm wrong. "
Showing concern for the other's feelings:
—Use: Exploring the other's affect and/ or emotional investment in
relation to an issue or goal.
---Conventions and Confusions: In contrast to 24.
,
which emphasizes
concern about oneself, 21. emphasizes concern for the other person.
An expression of concern continuously repeated becomes a nagging
or coaxing (40., ); the convention we have used is that after a repeti-
tion of a 21.
,
it tends to become a 40.
---Examples
:
"What's bothering you, honey?"
"Do you really want to do that? "
"I want you to be happy. "
"Are you really satisfied? "
A: "Is something upsetting you?" = 21.
B: [statement]
A: "Is something bothering you? " = 21.
B: [statement]
A: "Is something bothering you? " = 40.
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Accepting other's pjans^ctions
, ideas. motives, ^j^^.
Use: See category 6.
— Conventions and Confusions: See category 6.
Examples
:
"That's a good idea. "
"We will do just what you wanted to do. '
"You have a point there. "
"Okay. That woulc be fine v,ith me. "
Seeking reassura rn-p
•
—
Use: An attempt to evoke reassurance from the other either directly
or indirectly. One cou]d seek reassurance indirectly by self-depreca-
tion, calling upon the other to deny this (see examples).
— Conventions and Confusions: At times it is very difficult to distinguish
24. from 21. Judgement must be made whether the statement is con-
cern for oneself ( 24. ), „r concern for .other (21.). It may be confused
with 2. because 24. is very often in the form of a question; however,
the request is not for a factual but rather for an emotional response.
Examples:
"You're not mad at me, are you?"
"You do love me, dcn't you? "
"I've been pretty stupid, haven't I? "
"Now I feel like a little baby. 11
"Forgive me? "
A: ( "I do love you. " = 28. )
B: "Do you really mean it? " = 24.
Attempting to make up :
Use: An attempt to joothe and smooth emotional differences. It is
perceived as an attempt to restore good feelings in the relationship.
Conventions and Confusions: A 25. would not be perceived by the
other as seeking reassurance or forgiveness, but as restoring the
relationship to a pre-conflict level.
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Examples:
"Now give me a kiss and let's forget it. "
"Maybe we're both wrong. "
"Shake? "
Diverting the other's attentionae a maneuver to gain on.',
— Use: The recipient would percexve this as a diversionary attempt
on the part of the othei to win his point. The emphasis is on the
diversionary aspect and the manipulative aspect is often so obvious
as to be ineffective. In the context of an argument, when the other
person is on the offensive with good arguments, the speaker suddenly
changes the argument.
Conventions and Confusions: See category 13.
Examples
:
"Where did you learn to argue so well? "
[In the process of deciding which T. V. show to watch, one
person says:] "Why don't you go get me a coke? "
[In the context where the wife is maintaining distance from the
husband, the husband says:] "Well, you are cute."
"Did anyone ever tell you you're beautiful?"
"You're cute even when angry. "
"You certainly express yourself well on that point. "
Introducing a compromise :
Use: An attempt to include each person's aim in an overall solution.
Conventions and Confusions: The difference between 27. and 3 5. is
that 35. would be perceived as an attempt on the part of the other to
get his own way by offering something else, whereas 27. would be per-
ceived as a genuine attempt to reconcile the differences between the
two.
---Examples:
"I'll make a deal with you. "
"I'll tell you what; we'll split it 50-50. "
"Let's do it this way now; next time we'll do it your way. "
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Offering help or reassurance :
—Use: An assurance through word or gesture of positive feeling.
Conventions and Confusions:
Examples
:
"No, no, no. I'm completely happy. "
"So long as we can work it out, that's what counts."
"Here— I'll help y >u with your coat. "
Offering to collaborate in planning
:
— Use: Offering to help oi adopting a solution or working together to
plan a solution.
— Conventions and Confusions: 29. may be a suggestion for a course
of action (5. ), but it recognizes that a unilateral solution is not
possible.
Examples
:
"What do you think ? "
"Let's figure it out, "
"Well, what are we going to do'? "
"Well, let's look at it both ways. "
Appealing to fairness :
Use: An attempt to obtain one's goal (aim) by appealing to the other
sense of fair play.
Conventions and Confusions: A 31. appeals to the positive sense of
fairness and justice in the other. In a 51. the other is accused of
"bad motives. "
---Examples
:
"We always do what you want to do. "
"But that's not fair, "
"Do you realize I've had a busy day too? "
"What would you do if I behaved that way? "
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Appealing to other's motives :
— Use: Trying to convince the other that your plans will give him or
both of you as much or more than hi, plans. The recipient would
perceive this as an appeal to the benefits he would achieve by
accepting the sender's plans.
— Conventions and Confusioi s: In contrast to 7. the emphasis is on the
motives of the other rather than on the rationality of the argument.
Examples
:
"You'll really like this, dear."
"It would really make you feel much better. "
"Doing would be of benefit to both of us. "
Offering something else as a way of winning one's goal :
Use: This, too, is an appeal to the other person, but it appeals to
him by offering him something in return for his agreement. It would
be perceived by the other as having the quality of a bribe.
Conventions and Confusions: See category 27.
---Examples
:
"I'll give you a lollipop if you stop crying. "
"You won't get your present unless you do
.
"
Appealing to the love of the other :
---Use: Would be perceived as a direct personal appeal. It exerts
pressure on the other by capitalizing on the affiliative relationship.
---Conventions and Confusions: Although an appeal to the love of the
other person may have guilt inducing properties, the judgement that
must be made is whether or not the other would receive it as accusa-
tory (51., ) or affiliative (37. ).
---Examples
:
"I would appreciate it very much if you would do this. " (In the
context of a love relationship. )
"Do it for me. "
"If you love (respect, think well of, etc. ) me you will . 1
4°. Pleading and Coaxinfl :
—Use: An appeal to the other person either passively (pleading, or
acttvely (coaxing and prodding, without making explicit the content
of the motivation to which appeal is mad e (without appealing to fair-
ness or love,. The key is either in the tone of expression or in the
continued repetition oi the same appeal without adding more to it.
(See examples. )
— Conventions and Confusions: Often implicit in this type Qf statemen(
is an appeal to the love of the other or to fairness, but if that is not
made explicit it would be coded 40.
Examples: (All depend upon tone. )
"Please. "
"Come on, honey. "
"Do it just this once. "
A: "What's the matter, honey?" = 21.
B: [statement]
A: "What's the matter, honey ^ " = 21.
B: [statement]
A: "Tell me what's the matter, honey. " = 40.
Coercive Acts
4
1
*
Using an outside power or set of circumstances to induce or force the
other to agree :
Use: The other would p3rceive himself as coerced by the message
that external forces or a present set of circumstances require him
yield.
Conventions and Confusions: See category 19. 19. is an excuse for
something that has already occurred. 41. is used to force the other
person to go along with a proposed course of action.
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Examples:
"I've had a helluva day at the office. » (Implied: "So do what I
want. ")
"We're obligated to do this. "
"The boss is expecting us,"
"I have a terrible headache. " (Implied: "So do what I want. " or
"So leave me alone, 11 etc. )
R ec ogniz in
g. _the_ n e
r
'
3_r» ove ^s a sjrategy or calling the other's bluff :
— Use: The other would receive that what he has just said has been
recognizee as a strategy and is being challenged or rendered ineffec-
tive.
-— Conventions and Confusxons: Like 11.
,
it denies the validity of the
other's argument, but 11. is directed toward the content, whereas
43. challenges the strategy. To be coded 43., a remark has to be
perceived as a serious challenge even if it is couched in somewhat
humorous terms. If humor is predominant, then it is coded as 15.
---Examples
:
"You're not going to get away with that. "
"You can't win that way. "
A: "I'm going to leave you. " = 55.
B: "So long. " = 43.
or
B: "I'll see you when you get back. " = 43.
"You keep running away. " (from the issue)
"Oh, come off it. "
Rejecting the other:
Use: The rejection must have a strong personal quality, although it
may be ostensibly directed toward the ideas, plans, or desires of the
other. 45, is character ized by very low affiliation and high power.
It is a category often used to maintain interpersonal distance.
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-Conventions and Confusions: Caution- U. and 4. are sometimes con-
fused with 45. The recipient would perceive 45. as a personal reJec-
tion. ~
Example s
:
"No, I would rather be alone. "
Refusal to answer a direct question by silence - 45.
A: "What's the matter? " = 21.
B: Silence = 45.
"I don't want to talk with you. "
"Go to hell. "
Commanding
:
—Use: Ordering or forcing the othei to do one's wishes.
— Conventions and Confusions: Tone of voice is important in the distinc-
tion between 5. and 47. 47. would be perceived from its tone and
language as coercing, domineering, and/or dominating, whereas 5.
would be perceived as suggesting a course of action.
Examples
:
"I don't care what you want; we're going to do
"Put the book downl ! I"
Demanding compensation:
— Use: The recipient would feel that the sender is demanding a price for
yielding. It is the inverse of 35.
—— Conventions and Confusions: For distinguishing 48. and 27., 48. is
coercive while 27. is conciliatory.
Examples :
"I'll let you do what you want, but by damn you'll have to . "
"I'll let you get away with this, but I'm going to . "
Inducing guilt or attacking other's motives:
Use: The recipient would feel himself put on the defensive about his
motives or behavior because they have been attacked, uncovered, criti-
cized, or interpreted as not matching up to a supposed ideal standard.
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---Conventions and Confusions: See categories 31. and 37. Tone can be
misleading when considering category 51. ; people can induce guilt in
a very "nice" tone of voice.
Examples
:
"It's not that you really want to you're just
being spiteful (mean, stubborn, etc.)."
"You're doing things to upset me; you know I don't like this,
but you do
-t anyway. "
"You know you have just ruined my whole day. "
53. Disparaging the other :
---Use: The recipient would perceive this as an attack on his person,
character, or talents.
Conventions and Confusions: ---
Examples
:
"That's a stupid thing to say. "
"Oh, now you're a doctor as well as a psychiatrist. "
"You're acting like a dumb jerk. "
55. Threatening the other :
---Use: Blunt use of power.
Conventions and Confusions:
---Examples
:
"Just try and get away with it. "
"I'm liable to get mad, really mad. "
"Okay, but I'll remember this. "
"If you keep acting this way, I'll leave. "
6-CATEGORY LUMPING SCHEME
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Neutral Acts, Suggestions, *
and Rational Arguments: 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11
Resolution of Conflict
(reconciling conflict): i3, 15, 23, 26, 27, 29
Interpersonal Reconciliation
(more socio
-emotional in
reconciliation)- i 9; zc u
,
24, 25, 28
APPeals: 3i, 33, 35, 37, 40
Rejection: 10, 43, 45
Coercing and Attacking: 41, 47, 48, 51, 53, 55
Cognitive
Affiliative
Coercive
Description according to lumping scheme.
APPENDIX B
TRANSITION MATRICES FOR 3 CATEGORY
DATA OVER ACTS FOR A CHARACTER'S
ANTECEDENT TO HIS OR ANOTHER CHARACTER'
CONSEQUENT ACTS:
DATA FOR INFORMATIONAL ANALYSIS AND
LIKELIHOOD RATIO TEST OF CONTINGENCY
STABILITY OVER ACTS.
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ACT
ACT II
ACT III
LUMPED
Table 21
GEORGE TO MARTHA MATRICES
Frequencies Proportions
E
%
Gog.
Aff.
Coer.
E
%
Cog.
Aff.
Coer.
E
%
Cog. Aff. Coer. E %
50 6 29 85 55
8 3 7 18 12
13 4 33 50 33
71 13 69 153
46 8 45
Cog.
P
ff
' ? V Aff. .44 .16Coer. ^ *x n™, -v- i«
Cog. Aff. Coer.
Cog.
.59 .07 .34
Coer.
E
Coe- Aff \. r\ a y"> oA/o
17 2 21 4D Cog.
0 0 7 7 7 Aff.
14 3 39 56 54 Coer.
31 5 67 103
30 5 65
Cog. Aff. Coer . E %
50 8 15 73 48 Cog.
9 5 3 17 16 Aff.
13 11 35 59 35 Coer.
72 24 53 149
49 11 39
Cog. Aff. Coer
. E
117 16 65 198 Cog.
17 8 17 42 Aff.
40
. 18 107 165 Coer.
174 42 189 305
Coer.
.26 .08 .66
Cog. Aff. Coer.
.^2
.05 .52
0 0 1 . 00
.25 .06 .69
Cog. Aff. Coer.
.68 .11 .21
•53 .29 .18
.22 .19 .59
Cog. Aff. Coer.
Aff- 1 iio !l9 .*40
.65
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ACT II
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Table 22
MARTHA TO MARTHA MATRICES
Frequencies Proportions
Cog.
Cog. Aff. Coer. E %
38 4 21 63 4? Cog.
Aff
.
5 2 5 1? 9 Aff.
Coer. 18 3 38 59 44 Coer.
E 61 9 64 134
% 46 7 47
Cog.
Cog. Aff. Coer. E %
14 3 8 25 31 Cog.
Aff. 0 4 3 7 9 Aff.
Coer. 10 0 39 49 60 Coer.
E 24 7 50 81
% 30 9 61
Cog. Aff. Coer. E %
Cog. 46 3 9 58 51 Cog.
Aff. 6 14 2 22 19 Aff.
Coer. 7 3 23 33 29 Coer.
E 59 20 34 113
% 52 17 30
Cog. Aff. Coer. E
Cog. 98 10 38 146 Cog.
Aff. 11 20 10 41 Aff.
Coer. 35 6 100 141 Coer.
E 144 36 148 328
Cog. Aff. Coer.
.60 .06
.33
.42 .17 .41
.31 .05 .64
Cog. Aff. Coer,
.56 .12 .32
0 .57 .43
.20 0 .80
ACT 111 Cog. Aff. Coer.
.79 .05 .16
.27 .64 .09
.21 .09 .70
Cog. Aff. Coer.
.67 .07 .26
.27 .49 .24
.25 .04 .71
ACT I
ACT II
ACT III
LIMPED
]06
Table 23
MARTHA TO GEORGE MATRICE;J
Frequencies
Cog. Aff. Coer. E %
Cog. 51 10 13 74 46
Aff. 3 3 7 13 8
Coer. 25 9 39 73 45
B 79 22 59 160
% 49 13 37
Proportions
Cog. Aff. Coer.
Cog.
.69 .13 .18
Aff.
.23 .23 .54
Coer. .34 .12
.53
Cog. Aff. Coer. E %
Cog. 23 3 15 41 36
Aff. 116 8 7
Coer. 18 5 40 63 56
E 42 9 61 112
'
% 37 8 54
Cog. Aff. Coer,
Cog.
.56 .07 .37
Aff. .12 .12
.75
Coer.
.29 .08 .63
Cog.
Cog. Aff. Coer. E % Cog. Aff
50 11 11 72 50 Cog. .69 .15
Aff. 7 3 17 27 19 Aff. .26 .11
Coer. 16 l 27 44 31 Coer. .36 .02
E 73 15 55 143
% 51 10 38
Cog. Aff. Coer. E Cog. Aff. Coer.
Cog. 124 24 39 187 Cog. .66 .13 .21
Aff. 11 7 30 48 Aff. .23 .15 .62
Coer. 59 15 106 180 Coer. .33 .08 .59
E 194 46 175 305
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Table 24
GEORGE TO GEORGE MATRICES
Frequencies Proportions
Gog. Aff. Coer. E % Cog. Aff. Goer.
A??" I H 7? bl °° r- '72 .13 .15ff
- I i 7 14 11 Aff. .21 .29 .50Goer. 8 5 27 40 32 Coer. .20 .12
.67E 63 18 45 126
% 50 14 %
Aff.
E
Cog. Aff. Coer. E %
18 3 11 32 38
2 3 3 8 10
12 3 29 44
32 9 43 84
38 11 51
Cog. Aff. Coer,
Cog.
.56 .09 .34
Aff.
.25 .37 .37
Coer.
.27 .07 .66
Cog.
Cog. Aff. Coer. E % Cog. Aff. Coer.
39 8 11 58 50 Cog. .67 .14 .19
Aff. 6 6 1 13 11 Aff. .46 .46 .08
Coer. 16 1 28 45 39 Coer. .36 .02 .62
E 61 15 40 116
% 53 13 34
Cog. Aff. Coer. E
Cog. 109 20 33 162
Aff. 11 13 11 35
Coer. 36 9 84 129
E 156 42 128 326
Cog. Aff. Coer.
Cog.
.67 .12 .20
Aff. .29 .33 .32
Coer. .28 .07 .65
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Table 25
"OTHER" TO WILLIE MATRICES
ACT I
Frequencies
Cog. Aff. Ooer. E %
Cog. 39 4 10 S5 53
Aff. 23 4 8 35 35Coer. 2 1 9 12 12
I 64 9 2? 100
'
% 64 9 27
Proportions
Cog. Aff.
Cog.
.74 .07
Aff. .68 .11
Coer.
.17 .08
Coer.
.19
.23
.75
ACT II
Cog.
Aff.
Coer
E
/o
Cog. Aff. Coer. E /00/
82
20
4
106
63
17
10
32
19
10 109 65
9 39 23
10 19 11
29 167
17
Cog. Aff,
Cog.
.75 .16
Aff.
.51 .26
Coer. .21 .26
Coer.
.09
.23
.53
LUMPED Cog. Aff. Coer. E
Cog. 121 21 20 162
Aff. 43 14 17 74
Coer. 6 6 19 31
2 170 41 56 267
Cog. Aff. Coer,
Cog.
.75 .13 .12
Aff. .58 .19 .23
Coer. .19 .19 .61
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Table 26
WILLIE TO WILLIE MATRICES
ACT I
Frequencies
Cog. Aff. Coer. E %
Cog. 37 2 9 48 64
Aff
.
6 3 0 9 12
Coer. 5 0 13 18 24
E
0/
/O
48 5 22 75
64 6 29
Proportions
Cog. Aff. Coer.
Cog.
.77 .04 .19
Aff.
.67 .33 0
Coer. .28 0
.72
ACT II Cog. Aff. Coer. E 0/70
Cog. 69 15 7 91 65
Aff. 15 12 3 30 21
Coer. 5 2 12 19 13
E 89 29 22 140
% 64 20 15
Cog. Aff. Coer
Cog.
.76 .16 .08
Aff. .50 .40 .10
Coer. .26 .11 .63
LUMPED Cog. Aff. Coer. E
Cog. 106 17 16 139
Aff. 21 15 3 39
Coer. 10 2 25 37
E 137 34 44 215
Cog. Aff. Coer.
Cog.
.76 .12 .12
Aff. .^4 .38 .08
Coer. .27 .05 .68
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Table 27
"OTIIi^lv" TO TYRONE MATRICES
Frequencies Proportions
II Cog. Aff. Coer. E /o
Cog. 42 7 22 71 57
Aff
.
7 9 2 18 14
Coer. c 10 20 35 28T.I
ij 26 44 124
0/ 43 21 35
Cog. Aff. Coer
Cog.
.59 .10 .31
Aff.
.39 .50 .11
Coer. .14
.29 .57
& IV Cog. Aff. Coer. E %
Cog. 25 3 9 37 45
Aff. 7 10 1 18 22
Coer. 6 7 14 27 33
Hj 38 20 24 82
0//o 46 24 29
Cog. Aff. Coer.
Cog. .68 .08 .24
Aff.
.39 .56 .05
Coer. .22 .26 .52
Corr. Aff. fW_ "R % (;oc# Aff- Goer#
Cog. .62 .09 .29
Aff.
.39 .53 .08
Coer. .18 .27
.55
g Coer. E
Cog. 67 10 31 108
Aff. 14 19 3 36
Coer. 11 17 34 62
E 92 46 68 206
1J
1
Table 28
TYKONE TO TYRONE MATRICES
Frequencies Proportion;
ACTJ I & II Cog. Aff. Goer. E % nQa
255" 2| § 12 58 47 Cog. ^ ^ °g
r '
P
ff
- 1 ^ 6 18 22 Aff. .28 39 11Goer. G 5 14 oc zn n *^
E
%
ACTS III & IV
Cog.
Aff.
Goer
E
%
ll
.
1 c,P 3
5 7 6
5 25
32 17 32 81
39 21 39
Cog. Aff. Goer. E
2G 4 11 41
3 7 7 17
0 7 3 10
29 18 21 68
43 26 31
0/
/'J
Goer.
.24 .20
Cog. Aff. Goer.
Cop;.
.63 .10
.27
Aff.
.18 .41 .41
Goer. 0
.70 .30
WWED
n °0S. Aff. Coer. E Cop Aff Cncr
Aff. 8 14 13 35 Aff.
.23 .40
.37Coer. 6 12 17 35 Goer.
.17 .34 .49E 61 33 53 149
] ] ?
ACT 1
Table 29
*OTHER" TO MARY MATRICES
Frequencies
. Proportions
Cog. Aff. Coer. E % Cna- a** n
2S- 11 ? I ?Ii c°e. -to' f»* of
p 2 i 2 13 22 Aff. .77 .08 is
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